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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Five-Year Review of the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site (the
Site) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy selected as the final action
to respond to risks associated with potential exposure to contaminated ground water in the
Floridan aquifer that is present beneath or is attributable to the Site. The methods, findings, and
conclusions of this evaluation are documented in this Five-Year Review Report. A determination
is made as to whether the remedy is protective of human health and the environment based on the
data and observations evaluated during the Five-Year Review. In addition, this Five-Year Review
report identifies issues found during the review, and includes recommendations to address them.
This statutory Five-Year Review was performed by EPA with the support of the Florida
Departrment of Environmental Protection.

The Record of Decision for Taylor Road Landfill was signed on September 29, 1995, and
selected Alternative 3, Collect and Treat Ground Water at Property Boundary on a Contingent
Basis, 25 the remedy for the Site. The major cornponents of this remedy include: institutional
controls, extension of water lines and monitoring, and natural attenuation with contingent
comrective action. In the Record of Decision, the Florida Primary and Secondary Standards and
Minirum Criteria were established as the remediation levels for ground water, and the point of
compliance was set as a ring of monitoring wells encircling the three landfills, Aa Explanation of
Significant Difference was issued by EPA in Avgust 2000 to remove Florida Secondary Drinking
Water Standards from the federally-enforceable applicable, or relevant and appropriate
requirerments for this action. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection did not concur
with EPA’s change to the Record of Decision.

During the records and data review, site inspection, and interview process, a number of
issues were identified relative to implementation of the remedy at the Site. These issues include:
(1) Site access security (monitoring & maintenance of fences); (2) Ground water monitormg well
maintenance; (3) Potential for un-permitted potable well installation in adjoining properties; (4)
Operations & maintenance of landfill caps, leachate collection, gas collecticn and storm water
meanagement systems under RCRA; (5) Ammual reporting for Ground Water Quality Statistical
Bvaluations: (6) Ground water guality concemns (mercury, oil & grease, and pH) of adjoining land
owners should be affirmatively addressed; (7) Quantitative measurement and tracking of fill
activities m landfill cap settlement areas; and, {8) Moritoring/ evaluation of potential
environmental impacts from adjacent propertics (commercial activities and dumping) should be
performed.

Cornmuity involvement activities associated with the Five-Year Review include
publication of a legal notice at the start of the Five-Year Review process, contacts and interviews
with citizens/commmunity groups identified in the Community Relations Plan, and issuance of a
Fact Sheet and second legal notice upon completion of the Five-Year Review. Legal notices are
published in the Tarnpa Tribune, and Fact Sheets will be sent to the Site mailing list and placed in
the Tnformation Repository. An inspection of the Information Repository, maintained at the
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Thonotosassa Public Library on 10715 Maion St., Thonotosasse, FL 33592, indicates that the site
file is up-to-date and readily accessible. Interviews with citizens and community groups indicate
that there is an ongoing level of concern about the Site, but the remedy and its impleinentation by
Hillsborough County are generally addressing these concerns.

The remedy at the Taylor Road Landfill currently protects human health and the
environment because ground water monjtoring at the compliance ring ensures contingent
measures can be taken prior to impacts to domestic supply wells, institutional controls restrict the
installation of new domestic supply wells in the impacted area, post-closure care of the landfills
vnder RCRA minimizes ongoing impacts to the aquifer, and natural attenvation is demonstrated
to be occurring. However, in order for the remedy to remain protective in the long-term, the
following actions need to be taken to addsess lssues identified durmg the Five-Year Review:
repair fencing and improve enforcement of site access controls; improve routine maintenance of
monitoring wells; perform a potable well survey in the vicinity of the site to ensure imstitutional
controls are effective; ensure the long-term operation and maintenance of the landfills; resure
annual ground water quality statistical evaluations; and, improve responsiveness to ongoing
commmunity concerns, Hillsborough County began implementing these actions following
completion of the Five-Year review site mspection.
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Five-Year Revlew Summary Form

SITE IDENTIFICATION
Sits name (from WasteLAN): Taylor Road Landfil!

EPA ID (from WasteLAN): FLDS80454059

Region: 4 State: FL Clty/County: Seffnet/Hillsborough

NPL status: X Final O Deleted O Cther {spacify)

Remad!ation status (choosa all that apply): [] Under Construdtion [ Operating X Compinte

Muliple OUs?* [1YES XNO | Construction completion date: _05/_18/_1898

Has site been put Into reuse? X YES ONO

Lead agency: X EPA [0 State O Triba O Cther Faderal Agency

Authot hame: Willlam D. Keefer

Author title: RPM Author affiliation: EFA Regicnd

Review period:~ _06/_29/_ 2003 to _08/_31/_2Q03

Date{s) of site inspection: _08/_19-20/ 2003

Type of reviaw:
X Post-SARA O Pre-SARA O NPL-Romoval only
0 Non-NPL Bemedial Actlon Site [0 NPL StateTribe-lead
O Regional Discration

Review number: X 1 (first) 0 2 (second) O 3 (third) O Cthar (Speclly)  emmm—

Triggering action:

O Actual AA Onsite Construction at OU # X Actual RA Star at CU#__00

O Construction Completion O Prevlous Flve-Year Review Feport
O Other {spacity)

Triggering aotlon date (from WastalAN); _08/ 11/ 1998

Due date (five years atler irlggering action date): 087 _11/_ 2003

: |H3U' refers to oparabla unit.)
+ | Hawvimw perlad should correspond to ths actisal start and and dates of the Flve-Year Feview in WasteLAN.]



Flve-Year Review Summary Form, cont'd.

lssues:

The following issues were identified during the Pive-Year Review: (1) Site aocess security (monitoring &
maintenance of fences); (2} Ground water monitoring well maintenance; (3) Fotential for un-permitted
potatile well installation in edjoining properties; (4) Opetaticns & maintenance of landfill caps, leachate
callection, gas collection and storyn water management systems under RCRA; (5} Annual reporting for
Ground Weter Quality Statistical Bveluations; (6) Ground water quality concerns (meroury, oil & grease, and
pH) of adjcining land owners should be affirmatively addressed; (7) Quantitative meesurernent and tracking
of fill setivities in landfill cap seitlement arees; end, (B) Manitoring/evatuation of potential environmental
impacts From adjacent propertics (commercial activities and dumping) should be performed.

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:

Recommsndations and follow-up actions for the identified issues include: (1) Repair cut and damaged fences,
and Ingtitute daily perimeter sscurity checks (per 1982 CD); (2) Perform routine maintenance co wells TR2-8
and 32D, Refivreplace well NE-23, Refitireplace well F-2, Abandon unused shallow wells, Lock and clearly
labe) all wells, and Add well rehabilitation check to pump repair process; (3) Perform potable well survey o
adjacent parcels (approximetely 1-mile radius of Site); {4} Consideration of ground water inpacts during
RCRA permit retiewal negetiation; (5) Return bo Annual repertifip and evaluation of ground water trends; (5)
Prepare Fact Sheet presenting results of Five-Year Review and addressing community ground water quality
concerns; (7) Perform routine elvil surveying of landfill cap surfaces (bi-annual or when significant
settlement {s obssrved), and Include quantitative estimate of settlement fill activitiea (arca, thickness and
location); and, (8) Inventary products and westes managed an adjacent o nearby properties, Request
notification from FDEP District Office of nearby spills or releases, and Report/cleanup illegal dumping on
adiacent properties.

Protectlveness Statement:

The remedy at the Taylor Road Landfill currently protects human health and the environment because
ground water monitaring at the compliance ring ensures contingent measures can be taken pricr 1o impacts to
domestic supply wells, instifutional controls restrict the installation of new domestic supply wells in the
impacted area, post-closure care of the landfillz under RCRA minimizes ongoing impacts to the aquifer, and
natural attenvation 15 demonstrated to be ccowrring. However, in order for the remedy to remain protective in
the long-termn, the following actions need to be taken: repair fencing and improve enforcement of site access
controls; improve routine maintenance of manitoring wells; perfarm a potable well survey in the vicinity of
the site to ensure institutional controls are affective; ensure the long-term operation and maintenancs of the
landfills; resume annual ground water quality statistical evalustions; and, improve responsiveness to cngaing
corinunity concerns.

Other Comments:

Overall, Hillshorsugh County Solid Waste Menagement Department has done a commendable job of
fmplementing the remedy and integrating RCRA and CERCLA operation and matnlenance requirements for
the Site. While these follow-up actions, if not implemented, would be expected to have a negative impact on
the long-term effectiveness of the remsdy, it 18 expested thet Hillsborough County will be responsive io these
recommendations. Most of the recommendaticns and follow-up scticns for the Site are being implemented
by Hillsborough County based on the debriefing at the conclusion of the site inspection.




Five-Year Raview Report

l. Introduction

The purpose of the Five-Year Review of the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site (the
Site) is 10 evaluate the implementation and performance of the remedy selected as the final action
to respond to risks associated with potential exposure to contaminated ground water in the
Floridan aquifer that is present beneath or is attributable to the Site. The methods, findings, and
conclusions of this evaluation are documented i this Five-Year Review Report. A deternuination
is made as to whether the remedy is protective of human heslth and the environment based on the
data and observations evaluated during the Five-Year Review. In addition, this Five-Year Review
report identifies issues found during the review, and includes recormmendations to address them.

The Site is 2 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) Boforcement-lead site, and Hillsborough County, Solid Waste Management
Department, is the representative of the responsible parties (RP). Hillsborough County, Solid
Waste Management Department, has cooperated during performance of the Five-Year Review,
providing site access and other material support as requested. This Five-Year Review has been
conducted to meet the statutory requirements of CERCLA §121, the National Contingency Plan
{NCP), and specific requirements of the Record of Decision (ROD} for this action.

Specifically, CERCLA §121 states:

If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall
review such remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation
of such remedial action to assure that human health and the environmen! are
being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon
such review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate ot such
site in accordance with section [104] or {106], the President shall take or require
such action. The President shall report to the Congress a list of facilities for
which such review is required, the results of all such reviews, and any actions
taken as a result of such reviews.

The U.S. EPA has interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 CFR
§300.430()(4)(ii) states:

If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining ar the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such nction no less often than every
five vears after the initiation of the selected remedial action.
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This is the first Five-Year Review for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site. The
triggering action for this review is the date of the Remedial Action start, as shown in BPA’s
WasteLAN database: August 11, 1998. As the lead agency, U.S. EPA, Region 4, formed an in-
house team consisting of the Remedial Project Manager, Community Involvement Coordimator,
and a Senior Hydrogeologist from the Office of Technical Services to conduct the Five-Year
Review. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) is the support agency for
the Five-Year Review of this Site, and has participated in the plamming, site inspection, and review
of the draft Five-Year Review report, FDEP support included representatives of both the
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Section for Superfund Sites and the Southwest District Office,
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) section.

The Taylor Road Landfill Site consists of a single operable unit (OL} that encompasses
ground water beneath and contiguous with the Site. The objective of the remedy is to prevent
current or future exposure to contammated ground water through provision of County water to
residents and through natural attenuation or active treatment of groundwater should conditions
indicate it is necessary. A significant contributing factor to the success of the natural attenuation
component of the remedy is the operation and msintenance (Q&M) of the closed landfills at the
site. While the O&M of the tandfills is regulated separately from Superfund under the FDEP
RCRA program, the landfill O&M was inspected and evaluated as part of this Five- Year Review
to assess its contribution to the long-term effectiveness of the ground water remedy.

. Site Chronology

The chronology of significant events at the Taylor Road Lendfill Superfund Site includes
both CERCLA pre-remedizl and remedial process milestones, as well as the September 1983
Consent Decree under RCRA that specified requirements for the cap, cover, site drainage,
methane gas contro), end thirty years of O&M for all three landfills, Table 1 summarizes the
chronolegy of Site events,

Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Event Date
Initial discovary of problem ar contamination olO111978
i Preliminary Asssssment 084011860
HRE Package 12/01A1982
Gonsent Decrse - remedlal measures lmplementation under RCRA 7/20/1883
NPL listing 00/08/1802
Slte Inspection 110171084
Femoval Assessmant osHI/1ea2
Administrative Order on Consent - graundwatsr RI/FS g1 eed
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Table 1: Chronology of Site Events

Evant

Datw

Remadial Investigation/Teasibility Study somplete U8/29/1993
ROLC signatura 02O 805
Administrative Order on Congent 081 B/1858
Administrative Order on Consenl 71N ea7
Cansant Decrea - ROYRA 061116888
Aemadial design start 0225/ 998
Remadial dasign completa 0814998
Asmadial action starl oR11H908

Canstruction cemplellan date

081811088

lanation of Sipnificant Differance

0B/03/2000




ll. Background

The Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site iz located i eastern Hillsborough County,
Florida, on County-owned property, approximately 7 miles east of Tampa in the
Seffner-Thonotosassa area. Interstate 4 borders the site to the south, and Mango Road (State
Route 579) borders the site to the west. The County property is 252 actes in size and contains
three closed landfills. The 42 acre Taylor Road Landfill is located east of the approximately 10
acre Florida Department of Transpertation {FDOT) Borrow Pit Landfill and southeast of the 64
acre Hillsborough Heights Landfill. Only the Taylor Road Landfill is on the National Priorities
List (NPL). Despite this fact, groundwater contamination has moved well beyond the boundaries
of the Taylor Road Landfill. Accordingly, the two adjacent landfills have been evaluated to
determine if they are contributing to groundwater contarnination, Also located within the 252
acres of County property are five stormwatar detention basins, County maintenance facilities, and
a commmmity recycling collection centerfrefuse collection area. The entire 252 acres of County
property, containing all three landfills, and edjacent properties comprising the groundwater
monitoring network are referred to collectively as the Site.

Physlcal Characteristics

The Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site is located within an internally drained portion of
the Pelk Upland karst escarpment that is referred to as the Brandon Karst Terrain, The Site lies
along a small ridge that extends northward from the Branden Karst Terrain. In the vicinity of the
Site are sinkholes, headlands of small drainage systems, and distinctive hills formed by the
accumulation of marine and coastal sands. Based on U.8. Geological Survey topographic maps,
the original land surface in the vicinity of the Site extended from a low of approximately 45-ft
above mean sea level (MSL) to a high of slightly above 125-ft above MSL located on the small
ridge on which the landfills were developed.

The hydrogeclogy of the Site is characterized by the presence of an ephemerel surficial
aquifer in shallow sands above a leaky intermediate confining unit consisting of clays and sandy
clays of the Hawthomn Group, The clays and sandy clays of the intermediate confining unit are
discontinuous, blocky, and contain pipes and limestone pinnacles that are interconnected with the
underlying Floridan aguifer. Due to the discontinuous nature of the Hawtborn Group in the
vicinity of the Site, no intermediate aquifer system is considered to be present. The Floridan
aquifer at the Site is comprised of the Tampa Member and underlying limestones. The Floridan
aquifer is generally unconfined or very poorly cornfined at the Site.

The ecosystemn of the Site is characterized primarily as disturbed grasslands containing
manmade detention basing surrounded by an area of commercial/residential development
containing small ponds and springs. The Site originally consisted of high pine, sandhill
commumities. Pockets of the original high pine commumities remain in the vicinity of the Site,
characterized primarily as Turkey Oak Barrens or Turkey Ok Sandhills. Although a variety of
flora and fauna may be found in the vicinity of the Site, and possibly may include federal- and
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state-listed species and state species of special concern, the immediate area around the landfills is
not likely to serve as a significant habitat for these species. However, wading birds, small
amphibians, reptiles, and 1mammals may use the stormwater runoff detention besing as a water
source and intermittent foraging area. No perennial streams are present at the Site.

Land and Resource Use

The land surrcunding the Tayler Road Landfill Superfund Site encompasses a variety of
uses, mcluding residential, commercial, and agricultural. The Site, as defined by the ring of
compliance monitoring wells and 270-ft setback, includes all or part of 62 separate parcels
ranging from approximately 0.1 acre to 30 acres in size. Excluding the property owned and
maintained as landfill or buffer by Hillsborough County, the predominant land uses are residential
and commercial. Agricultural use in the area is generally limited and non-intensive. In general,
residential and particularly commercial land use has been expanding in recent years at the expense
of agricultural areas. This mix of land uses is essentially unchanged and consistent with the land
use identified in the ROD. A pumber of commercial properties have developed adjacent to the
southwestern portion of the Site since remedy construction was completed.

Hillsborough County, Solid Weste Management Departrnent, has actively sought
compatible reuse opportunities for the landfill and buffer properties under their control; at the
same time pursuing acquisition of property not already under their control within the compliance
ring as such property becomes available. Current reuse of buffer zone property includes leases to
the Hillsborough County survey and mapping organization, TRAC Aviation (runway and hanger
facilities for remote control aircraft hobbyists), and a strip of property for use by the TA Travel
Center. Leased properties are isolated from the landfills by fencing, and groundwater use is
prohibited within the leased areas. Other reuse activities in place or being pursued include
operation of a microturbine with recovered methane for electrical generation and provision of hay
to the County transportation department for erosion contrel from mowing of the landfill caps and
surrounding areas.

Private wells drilled into the upper Floridan aquifer have been the primary residential
water supply in the area of the site. Extensions of County water service have focused on supply
to areas within the compliance ring monitoring well setback. Currently, groundwater use within
the compliance ring monitoring weil setback is prohibited through implementation of institutional
controls as a remedy component in the ROD. Anecdotal evidence of the effectiveness of the
institutional controls was provided by Hillsborough County during the site inspection. Reportedly
Armwood High School, Jocated near the southern boundary of the compliance ring, applied for a
permit to install an irrigation well. The local FDEP office contacted Hillsborough County about
the advisability of granting the permit due to the presence of a use restriction notice in their files.
Hillsborough County advised agaist granting the permit and contacted the appropriate school
officials; the permit application was subsequently withdrawn, Due to the history of the area as a
serni-rursl agricultural community, the continued use of groundwater from the upper Floridan




aquifer by numerous nearby residences, and growth in the number of residences within the vicinity
of the Site, un-permitted ground water use potentially may occur.

History of Contamination

The three landfills were developed sequentially. The first, known as the Taylor Road
Landfill, was en FDOT borrow pit until it was permitted as a solid waste landfill for Hillsborough
County in 1975, The Taylor Road Landfill was not constructed with a liner or leachate collection
system. From May 1976 until February 1980, the County operated the Taylor Road Landfill,
which was intended for dispesal of residential, commercial, and industrial refuse. A total of
620,000 tons was disposed of in the landfill. An unknown quantity of hazardous waste is
suspected to have been buried at this landfill. In the late1970s, two events precipitated the
development of capacity problems within the Taylor Road Landfill. Ope of these events was the
settling of a legal dispute with EPA by Tampa, during which the city agreed to close its
incinerator by January 1, 1980. This event diverted an estimated 790 tons of refuse per day to the
Taylor Road Landfill. At the same time, another local landfill was closed, adding 490 tons of solid
waste per day 10 the Taylor Road Landfill disposal load, Because of the discontimation of the
incinerator operation, waste generated from area hospitals, clinics, and other health providers also
began to be buried at the Taylor Road Landfill

In February 1980, the Taylor Road Landfill reached its capacity, and landfill operations
were moved to an adjacent 10 acre parcel known as the FDOT Borrow Pit Landfill The Borrow
Pit Landfill was developed to operate as 2 high-rise sanitary landfill for residential, commercial,
industrizl, and agricultural wastes; dead animals; and water treatment sludge. The Borrow Fit
Landfill was constructed with a liner and a leachate collection system. The Borrow Pit Landfill
was 10 serve as a lemporary site, pending the design, permitting, and construction of a proposed
2()0 acre landfill on the adjacent property to the north. A total of 320,000 tons of waste was
disposed of in the Borrow Pit Landfill

The application to extend the Taylor Road Landfill was met by strong public cpposition
from a peighborhood group, Their petition claimed that the County failed to properly maintain the
site. In Jamuary 1980, the permit was initially approved, with warnings, such as landfiling
operations could not proceed should any determination be made that groundwater was being
contaminated by the existing Taylor Road Landfill or the Barrow Pit Landfill. Ultimately the
200-acre landfill expansion project was rejected, resolving that no guarantee of an
environmentally safe operation could be given, and that additional wastes deposited on the site
would add to the existing potential hazards. The County continued to use the Borrow Pit Landfill
until October 1980, when waste disposal operations were transferred to a third 64-acre property
located north and west of the two previous landfitls. This property is known as the Hillsborough
Heights Landfill

The Hillsborough Heights Landfill was opened under emergency order, and occupied a portion of
the 200 acres that had previously been rejected. In the landfill's early months of operation,
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infectious wastes from hospitals, clinics, laborateries, and doctors' offices were among the refuse
disposed of there. The landfill remained open for four years. Approximately 3,500,000 tons of
waste wete disposed of in the Hillsborough Heights Landfill.

Results of sampling in the area in 1979 revealed the presence of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) and metals contamination in site monitoring wells end numercus private wells. Residents
were advised 1o discontinue use of their wells. The County established a program of bottled water
delivery to 95 residences within a specified radial distance of the Taylor Road Landfill, and
authorized construction of County water lines to the affected areas. Purther groundwater
investigations revealed that a plume of VOCs was migrating off site into residential arcas.
Additionally, methane gas from the Taylor Road Landfill was detected near residences adjacent to
the site in potentially explosive concentrations during this same timeframe. In April 1980, water
delivery was expanded to 180 homes and businesses, About 400 residences and business were
eventually connected to the County water supply.

Initial Response

In October 1980, EPA filed suit against Hillsborough County under RCRA end the Safe
Drinking Water Act, alleging the existence of ground water contamination from soil and
hazardous waste disposed at the Site. EPA sought injunctive relief and demanded the
fmplementation of certain operational and remedial measures at the Site. The complaint also
sought the abatement of hazards caused by methane gas released at or attributable to the Site.
Due to the ground water contamination identified in October 1981, EPA begen the process of
adding the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site to the National Priorities List of uncontrolled
waste sites under the federal Superfund program. As EPA wes developing administrative
procedures for the newly created Superfund program, it pursued cleanup of the Site under RCRA.

Under the Consent Decree signed in 1983 by EPA, FDEP (predecessor agency), and
Hillshorough County, the County agreed to a 30-year maintenance and environmental menitoring
program governing &ll thres landfills on County property. The decree specified requirements for
the cap, cover, and drainage ditch, as well as methane gas control. In Febroary 1984, the County
began installation of methane monitoring wells around el three landfills, and comrmenced
construction of a gas collection system, cap, cover, and drainage system in compliance with the
Consent Decree. In adition, the County installed a water supply system to serve residents in a
specified area south of the landfills, and proceeded with a routine sampling program which is
ongoing.

In 1986, EPA initiated a Forward Planning Study under the Superfund Program to
investigate all potential contaminant sources in the vicinity of the Site. In 1987, EPA iitiated an
area-wide private well sampling effort that used information from the Forward Planning Study and
previous data collection efforts. In September 1987, EPA notified Hillsborough County and
Waste Management, Inc, that they were potentially responsible parties (PRP) relative to the Site
ground water contamination. A search for additional PRP was initiated in 1988 at the request of
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the existing PRP, and July 1992 Special Notice Letters were issued to approximately 45 PRP. In
February 1993, an Administrative Order on Consent was signed by EPA and 19 FRP te perform a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study,

Basis for Taking Action

The Remedial Investigation (RI) of the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site was
performed by ERM-South, Inc., and was completed in 1995. A Baseline Risk Assessment (BRA)
was conducted by CDM Federal Progrars Corporation for EPA, and a Feasibility Study (FS)
addressing remedial alternatives was prepared by ERM-South, Inc. in 1995. Based on the
findings and conclusions of the RI, BRA, and FS, it was determined by EPA that remedial action
to address ground water contamination was warranted. A Proposed Plan identifying EPA’s
preferred remedial alternative was circulated for comrmumity mput, and 8 ROD was signed by EPA
in Septernber 1995 selecting the remedy. -

Remedial Investigation

The RI evaluated landfill leachate, surface water and sediment from the Site stormwater
detention basins, and ground water from Site monitoring wells and selected private wells.. The
leachate data were nsed to evaluate the contaminant scurce concentrations, and, since the leachate
collection system is not accessible for exposure, these data were not used in the BRA, The
analytical results for leachate indicated the presence of volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile
organic compounds, one pesticide, and jnorganics. The analytical results for surface water and
sediment indicate that inorganics were detected in surface waler, and that volatile organic
compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, pesticides, and inorgatics were detected in
sediment. The types and concentrations of chemicals detected in surface water and sediment were
determimed to be typical of other stormwater detention basins in the area. Although it also was
determined that current humen exposure to surface water and sediment was unlikely, potential
future exposure was considered possible. Surface water and sediment data wese evaluated in the
BRA for human health risk and potential impacts to ecological receptors.

The ground water data selected for evaluation during the RI were generated from 12
quarterly ground water sampling events conducted by Hillsborough County from 1990 to 1992,
and from sampling conducted by ERM-South, Inc, during August and September 1993. Figure 1
(Attachment 1) illustrates the Jocations of monijtoring and private wells in the vicinity of the Site.
Ground water samples were analyzed for physical parameters, selected metals, rutrients, and
organic compounds, The ground water analytical data, validated and qualified, is surmmarized in
Table 2 for those analytes that were positively detected at least once. This table shows the range
of detections above the sample quantitation limit, the date the maximum concentration sanmple
was collected, frequency of detection by year, and the maximum background concentration (from
Well 27-D). The avetage concentrations were calculated based on positive detections only. A
broad range of volatile organic compounds and inorganics at average concentrations exceeding
applicable statutory thresholds were identified.
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Baseline RIsk Assessment

The BRA was used to identify and select chemicals of potential concern (COPC) for
ground water and surface water and sediment based on current or future risk to lmman or
ecological receptors. Carcinogenic COPC were based on a risk level of 1E-06, and non-
carcinogens were based on a Hazard Quotient of 0.1in order to consider potential exposure to
multiple chemicals. COPC were also selected based on comparison to relevant prormulgated
standards (e.g., federal and state Maximum Contaminant Levels), regulatory guidance, and
background cotcentrations.

The ground water current and future exposure pathway for the human health risk
assessiment identifies landfill waste as the chemical source, drinking water wells in the Floridan
aquifer as the exposure points, and ingestion of ground water and inhalation of volatiles released
from ground water as the feasible routes of human exposure. The current exposure pathways for
lezchate and surface water and sediment are considered to be incomplete, but the future exposure
pathway for surface water and sediment may be completed. The exposure points for current
ground water users are wells in the down gradient residential area, and on site monitoring well
data were used for the future use scenario.

Toxicity assessment for the COPC is based on information contained in EPA’s Integrated
Risk Information System database for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic toxicity. The
cotrbination of & complete, or potentially complete, exposure pathway and texicity information
for the COPC allows risk characterization to be performed. Ground water was determined to
contain COPC at concentrations posing an unacceptable risk to potential future users. Surface
water and sediment, while containing elevated COPC concentrations, were not found to pose an
unacceptable risk to human health. Likewise, an fmpact to pelagic aquatic biota and benthic
organisms is suggested, but it was determined that this impact is unlikely to significancly affect the
receptors. Based on the findings of the BRA, remedial action was necessary to prevent human
exposure o contaminated ground water and te restore the ground water resource.

Feasibility Study

The FS evaluated four alternatives for remediation of ground water contamination at the
Taylor Road Lapdfill Superfund Site. The following alternatives were evaluated:

{7  Alternative 1: No Action
(8)  Alternative 2: Prevent Human Exposure to Contaminated Ground Water

(%) Alterpative 3: Collect and Treat Ground Water at Point of Compliance on a
Contingent Basis

(10 Alternative 4; Collect and Treat Ground Water at Landfill Perimeter
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Each of the aliematives evaluated in the FS consists of several remedy components, and, for
alternatives 2 and 3, contingent and non-contmgent remedy components are defined as well.
Comparative analysis of each alternative under contingent and non-contingent approaches was
performed with respect to the nine evaluation criteria (Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feastbility Swudies Under CERCLA, EPA 1988). The FS provided the
framework for EPA to determine an appropriate temedial action approach to address impacts
from the Site to human health and the environment.

Alternative 1, No Action, provides a baseline for comparison to the other alternatives, and
assumes no additional work will be performed to address ground water contamination. This
alternative does assume the continuation of the maintenance and monitoring program being
performed under RCRA.

Alternative 2, Prevent Human Exposure to Contaminated Ground Water, includes three
remedy components: institutional controls restricting construction of new potable-water wells in
areas affected by Taylor Road Landfifl; provisior of water from the County supply to residences
surrounding the Site; and, natural attenuation of ground water contamination to levels below
applicable, or relevant and appropriate requirements. The second component of this alternative is
further divided into non-contingent and contingent approaches. The non-contingent approach,
referred to as Alternative 2a, fnvolves provision of County water service to approximately 490
residences in the vicinity of the Site, regardless of whether the ground water contaminant plume is
enlarging. The contingent approach, Alternative 2b, mvolves extending County water service o
about 20 existing residences within a 270-ft setback of the ring of compliance wells, installing four
additional monitoring wells, and provision of County water supply to affected residents within one
month if the contarninant plume grows in size.

Alternative 3, Collect and Treat Ground Water at Property Boundary on a Contingent
Basis, consists of the same remedy components as Alternative 2b with the addition of the
collection and trearment of groundwater along the southern boundary of the Site ot a contimgent
basis in the event contaminant concentrations at the Site boundary begin increaging. The
collection and treatment of ground water would be accormplished through the installation and
aperation of two extraction wells and a treatrnent system. The need for implementing this
contingency would be triggered by mcreases observed in trend analysis of ground water
monitoring data. Additionally, if increasing trends in vinyl chloride concentrations i the up-
gradient or side-gradient monitoring wells were observed, then control (additional to the existing
landfill gas collection system} and/or remediation of vapor-phase-transported sonstituents may be
required.

Alternative 4, Collect and Treat Ground Water at Landfill Perimeter, is designed to
comply with the CERCLA policy of compliance with drinking-water standards at the outer
perimeter of waste contained in landfills, Alternative 4 includes all components of Alternative 2b
plus collection, treatment, and disposal of groundwater. Unlike Alternative 3, ground water

-12-
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treatment is not on a contingent basis. However, the potential for the need to address vapor-
phase transport of vinyl chloride is recognized.

Comparative analysis of the various remedial alternatives relative to the nine criteria
indicated that all alternatives were protective of human health and the environment to varying
degrees. Alternative 1 is protective under current conditions, but may not remain protective in
the future, Alternative 2a is protective of both current and future human exposure. Alternative
2b is protective under current conditions, and includes contingency to remain protective in the
future. Under both contingent and non-contingent Alternative 2, exposure to contaminant
concentrations below drinking-water standards may occur down gradiert outside the area
comnected to County water supply. Alternatives 3 (with contingency) and 4 provide the most
reliable control for potential low-level down gradient exposure through extraction and treatment
of ground water. Estimated present-worth costs for each elternative were calculated as follows:
Alternative 1 - $0, Alternarive 2a - $4,600,000, Alternative 2b - $2,200,000, Alternative 3
(without contingency) - $2,200,000, Alternative 3 (with contingency) - $7,000,000, and
Alternative 4 - $10,200,000.

IV. Ramedial Actlons

Remedy Selection

The EPA WasteLAN database dzfines cne site-wide operable unit (OU) for the Taylor
Road Landfill Site, and the remedial action selectad in the ROD is expected to be the final action
for this OU. The remedial action at the Tayler Road Landfill Superfund Site was designed to
address ground water contamination since source control was accomplished through & prior
RCRA action. The ROD for Taylor Road Landfill (EPA/ROD/R04-95/239) was signed on
September 29, 1995, and selected Alternative 3, Collect and Treat Ground Water at Property
Boundary on a Contingent Basis, as the remedy for the Site. The major components of this
remedy include: institutional controls, extension of water lines and monitoring, and natural
attenuation with contingent corrective action. In the ROD, the Florida Primary and Secondary
Standards and Minimum Criteria were established as the remediation levels for ground water, and
the point of complance was set as the ring of monitoring wells encircling the three Jandfills.

The components of the remedy selected in the ROD are described as follows:

{1} Institutlonal Controls. Implementation of current and future controls to restrict
comstruction of potable-water wells that wonld extract water affected by the Site;

(2)  Monitoring and Extension of Water Lines. Modification of the existing ground
water monHoring program to include quarterly monitoring of a “ring” of
monitoring wells that define the point of compliance for Site ground water.
Monitoring will be used to evaluate compliance with Florida Primary and
Secondary Drinking Water Standards and Minirum Criteria as the remediation
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levels. Provision of County water service to human receptors within a 270-ft
sctback of the compliance ring monitoring wells.

(11) Contingent expansion of the compliance ring monitoring wells. If quarterly
sarmpling reveals an exceedance of remediation levels that is confirmed by
subsequent sampling, the ring of monitoring wells will be expanded to
encompass the revised compliance boundary.

(12) Expansion of the County water-supply network. The expension of the
County water-supply network to commect receptors within the setback
zome, to support institutional contrels, and to meet a one-month response
time for comnection of additional receptors should the area of fmpacted
ground water increase in size.

3. Natural Attenuation with Contingent Corrective Action. Mamtenance of
ground water contaminant levels below remediation levels at the point of
compliance will be achieved through natural attenuation or contingent corrective
action.

- Natural attenuation. A reduction in contaminant concentrations through
natural processes such as biodegradation.

. Contingent Corrective Action. The extraction and collection of ground
water at the property boundary for treatment to control ground water flow
and reduce contaminant concentrations to acceptable levels. Evaluation of
the integrity of the landfill cover installed under RCRA also is a component
of this contingency. This contingency would be triggered by exceedance of
remediation levels at the point of compliance as evaluated annually by EPA
and FDEP based on trend analysis and other site data.

Remedy Implementation

EPA issued a Statement of Work to the settling defendznts at the Site pursuant to the
Consent Decree following the ROD. The Statement of Work prescribes the approach to be used
by the settling defendents, represented by Hillsborough County, to fully mplement the selected
remedy in the ROD, and identifies specific tasks and deliverables to be accomplished. The tasks
and deliverables included the following; project planning; development and submiital of a
Remedial Design/Remedial Action Work Plan; notification and support for a Final Construction
Inspection; development and submittal of a Final Construction Report; ad, development and
submittal of a Remedial Action Report.

Hillsborough County prepared and submitted & Remedial Action Work Flan in April 1998
1o accomplish the remedy objectives. The work plan provided for the installation of six
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monitoring wells (four new and two replacements}, as well as revision of the requirements for the
existing ground water monitoring program. The new ground water monitoring program consisted
of thirteen compliance ring wells, three additional interior welis, and one beckground well to be
sampled quarterly for field parameters, volatile organic compounds, metals, mercury, end nitrates.
Construction methods, sempling methods, and quality assurance/quality control requirements
were specified as sub-plans within the work plan. Institutional controls implementation would
consist of placement of a deed notice for the County property at the Site, and enforcement of
existing ordinances prohibiting property development or installation of new potable supply wells
in areas within 1,500-ft of County supply lines and/or requiring request of extension of such
service. Approximately twenty residences within the compliance ring setback zone were
identified for connection to the existing County water distribution network in the work plan.
Quarterly reporting requirements for the ground water monitoring program were also set forth in
the work plan,

Following regulatory review and discussion about the Remedial Action Work Plan, a
Remedial Action Work Plan Addendum was jssued in July 1998 revising the ground water
monitoring plan. The revised ground water monitoring plan incorporates quarterly sampling of 18
ground water monitoring wels (11 existing and 7 to be installed); of which 13 comprise the
compliance ring, 4 are additional interior monitoring points, and 1 is a background well. The
analytical parameters for the ground water monitoring were also revised to include field
parameters, volatile organic compounds, metals, mercury, chloride, nitrates, total dissolved aolids,
and sulfate.

Activities undertaken by Hillsborough County to implement the planned remedial action
are docurnented in the Final Construction Report for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site
(April 16, 1999). As part of the institutional controls, Hillsborough County Solid Waste
Management Department filed a *Notice of Entry of Consent Decree for the Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site in Hillsborough County, Florida” with the Clerk of the Circuit Court in
Hillsborough County in February 1998. This filing fulfills the requirement of the Consent Decree
that all instmments conveying an mterest in the Site shall contein a notice stating that the property
is subject to the Consent Decree. Field construction activities to implement the remedy were
begun in November 1998 with the construction of seven new monitoring wells and the
rehabilitation of one damaged well Following construction, the new and existing wells in the
ground water monitering plan were surveyed, and dedicated sarpling equipment was installed.
Five land parcels, with seven eligible receptors, were identified within the established compliance
ring 270-ft setback that were not connected to County water supply. All seven property owners
agreed to be comected to the County water supply network, and extension of water lines, meter
placement, and connection to the structures was accomplished in February and March 159%. In
sumrnary, five homes, one trailer park, and one business were connected to the County water
supply network. The first round of sampling of 23 monitoring wells (this includes 5 additional
interior monitoring points added after the work plan addendum) under the updated ground water
monitoring prograin was performed in April 1999.
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System Operatlons/Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance activities at the Site consists of those activities associated with
upkeep of the landfills as required under the existing RCRA Consent Decree and the long-term
care permit with FDEP, and those activities necessary for the ongoing implementation of the
monitoring component of the CERCLA remedy. These activities are summarized as follows:

. Landfill Operation and Maintenance.

. Monitoring of ground water, surface water and landfill gas;

. Site inspections (daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly and after rainfall);

. Repairs {facilities, monitoring wells, landfill cover, surface water
management systern, and landfill gas monitoring and recovery system);

. Naotification, record keeping and reporting; and,

. Facility and system upgrades

e Ground Water Operation and Maintenance

Monitoring of ground water;

Monitoring well repair and replacement;

Maintenance of access agreements (off-site wells); and,
Notification, record keeping, and reporting.

Coste associated with Landfill and Ground Water operation and maintenance are tracked
by Hillshorough County, and are summarized in Teble 3. Since landfill operation and maintenance
is performed by a dedicated on-site workforce, labor costs are incladed in the cost summary.
Ground water operation and maintenance is performed by County employees who support
multiple sites, and these labor costs are not included in the operation and maintenance supmmary.
Additionally, landfill facility and system upgrades performed by Hillsborough County are tracked
separately. Since 1998, upgrade projects, including re-routing of the Taylor Road Landfill gas
collection system, mstallation of new gas collection wells at Taylor Road Landfill, and drainage
improvements between the FDOT and Taylor Road Landfills, have been undertaken at a cost of
approximately $500,000. The upgrades and improvements were performed as approved
engineering solutions to observed negative changes in the efficiency of the Taylor Road Landfill
gas collection systern and to correct persistent erosion control problems between the landfills.

Table 3: Site Operation and Maintenance Costs

Ground Water O%M Cost Landflll O&M Cost
1988 $0 $664,209 I
1998 $101,485 $947,470 I




2000 $120,008 $707.047 |

2004 %120,000 $601 8584
2002 585 $745,788
Post-ROD Changes

An Explanation of Significant Difference was issued by EPA in August 2000 to remove
Florida Secondary Drinking Water Standards from the federally-enforceable applicable, or
relevant and appropriate requirements identified in the ROD. The rationale for this change is
based on the fact that Secondary Drinking Water Standards are established to improve the taste,
color and odor of drinking water, rather than address actual bealth threats. As such, EPA has
determined that these standards are not applicable, or relevant and appropriate requiremnents, are
not federally-enforceable (40 CFR Part 143), and are not needed to protect public health. The
Florida Department of Environmental Protection did not concur with EPA’s change 1o the ROD,
and does retain authority to separately enforce Florida Secondary Drinking Water Standards at its
discretion,

Based on the ROD and ESD for this Site, the final remediation levels for this action are
the Florida Primary Drinking Water Standards for volatile organic compounds and metals and the
Florida Minimum Criteria for Organcleptics as set forth in the Groundwater Guidance
Concentrations (FDEP, 1994), The remedial action objectives, while not explicitly established in
the ROD, can be mferred as; 1) eliminate current human exposure to ground water contaminants
ghove remediation levels through provision of County water; 2) prevent future humen exposure to
ground water contamination above remediation levels through a combination of institutionsal
controls, natural attenuation, and contingent treatment of ground water; and, 3) maintain ground
water concentrations below remediation levels at the peint-of-compliance through natural
attenuation and/or contingent treatment.

V. Progress Since the Last Review

This report documents the first Five-Year Review for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund
Site; there have been no previous reviews.

V1. Five-Year Review Process

The Five-Year Review process for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site consisted of
project management, community involvement, document/data review, site inspection, interviews,
and a determination as to the ongoing protectiveness of the remedy. As the lead agency, EPA
Region 4 performed the Five-Year Review. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection
is the support agency for this activity, and has been involved throughout the Five-Year Review
process. Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department is the representative of the
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responsible parties for the Site, and has cooperated during performance of the Five-Year Review
providing site access and other material support as requested.

Administrative Components

Project management activities included identifying the EPA Region 4 team for the Five-
Year Review, developing a schedule for the review activities, and notifying interested parties of
the start of the Five-Year Review process. Key personrel involved in the Five-Year Review of
the Site, along with organizations and roles, are presented in Table 4. Formal notification of the
start of the Five-Year Review process was sent to Hillsborough County by letter on June 6, 2003,
and other interested parties were furnished copies of the letter at the same time.

Table 4: Five-Year Review Key Personnel

Name Organization Role

IDavId Keefar EPA Region 4 Remedial Pmjsct Manager
&1 Foreyth Streel, SW

Atlanta, GA 80303
(404) 562-8932

L. Tonya Spencer | EPA Reglon 4 Community Involvement
§1 Forsyth Street, SW Coardinator

Atlanta, GA 30303
{404) 582-B483

| Bill O'Stean EFA Ragion 4 Senior Hydrogeologist

&1 Forsyth Strest, 8W
Atianta, GA 30303
{404) 5E2-B645

Kelsey Helton Florida Department of Environmental Pratection | Hazardous Waste Glsanup
Twin Towers Office Bullding Bection Chief

2600 Blair Stone Ad
Tallahassee, FL 32399
{850) 245-8848

Wendy Murphy Florida Depariment of Environmenital Protection | State Project Manager
Twin Towars Office Building
2600 Blair Stone Rd
Tellahassee, FL. 32399
(850) 245-8967

David Adams Solid Wasts Management Department Envircnmental Manager
24th Flogr County Center
Tampa, FL 33601

B513) 276-2544
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Community Notlflcation and Involvement

Commumity involvement activities associated with the Five-Year Review include
publication of a legal notice at the start of the Five-Year Review process, contacts and mterviews
with citizens/community groups identified in the Community Relations Plan (CDM, 1989), and
issuance of a Fact Sheet and second legal notice upon completion of the Five-Year Review.
Legal notices are published in the Tarma Tribune, and Fact Sheets will be seat to the Site mailing
list and placed in the Information Repository. An inspection of the Informaticn Repository,
maintained at the Thonotosassa Public Library on 10715 Maion St., Thonotosassa, FL 33592,
indicates that the site file is up-to-date and readily accessible.

Document and Data Review

Both the Administrative Record and Site File for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site
were reviewed and accessed to gather supporting information for the Five-Year Review. These
sources coptain the combined documentation of the decisions and actions taken at the Site;
including relevant RCRA docurnentation for closure of the landfills. Attachment 2 contains a
complete list of the supporting documentation used in development of this Five-Year Review
Report. A significant portion of this docurmentation consists of routine reporting from
Eiltsborongh County presenting the results of Domestic Supply Well sampling and analyss,
Monitor Well sampling and analysis, and Landfill Operations reports. This data forms the basis of
the technical assessment of remedy performance.

A technical review of the ground water monitoring data was performed to evaluate the
remedy effectiveness and progress of natural attepuation. The monitoring data set used for this
analysis includes compliance ring and mterior monitoring wells for the period of Jatmary 1995
through January 2003. Table 5 surmmarizes these data. Additionally, a review of recent monthly
monitoring data for domestic supply wells also was performed.

Compliance and Interior Wells

Concentration trends were evaluated for site contaminants that exceeded remediation
levels in at least one sarmple obtained in the past year from a monitoring well. Additionaily,
because of its high concentrations and widespread distribution in ground water, trends in the
concentration of manganese were also considered. The contaminants that ere evatuated in this
analysis include tetrachloroethene (PCE), trichloroethene (TCE}), cis 1,2-dichloroethene (cis 1,2-
DCE), vinyl chloride, 1,1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE), methylene chloride, benzene, arsenic,
mercury, nickel, nitrate, and manganese. A report tifled “Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site
Groundwater Quality Statistical Bvaluation, Hillsborough County, Florida™ (8C8 Engineers,
2003) includes a formal statistical trend analysis for these and other monitored contaminants.
This report’s conclusions regarding concentration trends are included in this section of the
Repont,



Table 5: Ground Water Monitoring Data Summary (1995 - 2003)

MONITORED MINIMUM MANIMUM CONCENTRATION, WELL
CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION AND DATE
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Monitoring wells at the site are divided into compliance wells or interior wells. The
conditions at the compliance wells are of the greatest concern.

Trichloroethene trends are shown on Figure 2 (Attachment 1). Figure 2 shows time-
concentration plots for all wells where TCE has exceeded its 3 ug/L remediation level. This
figure shows that for most of the monitoring wells where TCE has exceeded the remediation
level, the concensrations are either decreasing, or showing no statistically significant trend. In the
latter case, concentrations of TCE are close to the 3 ug/L standard. One well {C-6) is showing a
statistically significant increase in the TCE concentration for the period of record, atthough the
most recent samples from this well suggest that the concentrations of TCE at this well have
stabilized. TCE is not a concern at any compliance monitoring well.

The concentration trends for cis 1,2-DCE are shown on Figure 3. Wells shown on this
figure have either had ¢is 1,2-DCE at concentrations above the remediation level or have
otherwise had repeated detections of this contammant. Although recent concentrations of this
contaminant have not exceeded its 70 ug/L standard, this contarninant can be degraded to
produce vinyl chloride, which has a 1 ug/L remediation level.

The trend analyses indicate that cis 1,2-DCE is decreasing at two wells, increasing at two
wells, and that there is no trend indicated at three wells, The time-concentration plots on Figure 3
suggest that even where there is no statistically discernable trend, concentrations of cis 1,2-DCE
are probably decreasing. Where there is a statistically significant increasing concentration, recent
concentration trends appear to either be downward or there is no current increasing trend. Cis
1,2-DCE is not a copeem at any compliance meonitoring well.

Figure 4 shows the vinyl chloride concentration trends. Most of the wells show either
decreasing concentrations over time or show no trend and have vinyl chloride concentrations of
less than 10 ug/L. Most of the wells that have had very high vinyl chloride concentrations have
had Tecent concentrations of vinyl chloride that are much lower. Vinyl chloride 1s not a concern at
any compliance monitoring well.

Two wells have statistically significant increasing concentrations of vinyl chloride. Well
(-6 has shown an inereasing vinyl chloride trend, with current concentrations hovering arcund 20
ugfL. This well also has shown increasing TCE concentrations in recent samples. Well TR-3D
also has a trend of increasing concentrations, However, the most recent samples from this well
have had vinyl chloride at less than the detection limit,

Figure 5 shows the time-concentration data for 1,1-DCE. Well TR-4D, with the most
significant concentrations of 1,1-DCE, has shown a statistically significant increase m
concentrations over time. However, the most recent samples from this well suggest either a
decreasing concentration trend, or possibly that the maximum concentrations at this well have
alteady been observed. 1,1-DCE is not a concern at any compliance monitering well.
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Figure 6 shows benzene concentration trends. This contamninant is showing either no
trend or a decTeasing concentration trend. Recent benzene concentrations are either close to or

less than the 1 ug/L remediation level in a1l site monitoring wells.

Figure 7 shows the concentration trends for manganese. Manganese is apparently
decreasing in concentration in at least five wells and is increasing in concentration at two wells.
Concentrations of manganese are either decreasing or are stable at the two compliance wells
shown on the figure. The statistically-based designation of F-2 as an mcreasing well and of 18-D,
TR-3D, and C-2 as no-trend wells appears to be questionable, considering the data plotted on the
figure, All of these wells are interior monitoring points.

Figure 8 shows trends for miscellaneous contammants where there are data trends or
contaminant detections that are noteworthy. TR-2D is the single compliance point monitoring
well where there is a statistically significant increase of a contaminant of concern. Concentrations
of nitrate at this well have increased to levels that approximate the 10 mg/L remediation level. It
is unclear from the data if nitrate concentrations will continue to increase to levels higher than the
standard or if the oMrate concentrations have stabilized at about 10 mg/L. At most of the other
locations shown on Figure 8, concentrations of contaminants are dscreasing. The notable
exception to this general condition is at well C-6, where PCE, mercury, and nitrate are all
apparently increasing. This well is also the location where several other contaminants are
showing statistically significant concentration increases.

To sumimarize the evaluation of monitoring well frends, concentrations of all contarninants
are remaining stable or are decreasing in most monitoring wells. With one exception, locations
where concentrations are apparently increasing are interior wells. TR-2D is a compliance well
where the nitrate concentration has increased over time to near its 10 mg/L MCL. It is unclear if
this increasing concentration trend will continue into the future. Several contaminants have
increased in concentration at well C-6, an interior well. These concentration trends have not been
observed at well C-8, the compliance well located in relatively close proximity 1 C-6.

Domestic Supply Wells

Recent (2003) data from seven private water-supply wells were reviewed to determine if
there were any concerns ahout site-related contamination reaching these wells. Five sample
rounds from 2003 were available for six of these wells, and four samples were collected from the
seventh well.

There may be indications of some very low-level contamination from the site that has
reached some of these wells. Cis 1,2-DCE at a sub-microgram per liter concentration was
detected in the most recent sample from two of the wells (identified by Hillsborough County as
wells “P-18A” and “P-19). In the most recent sample from well “P-24," 1,1-dichloroethane was
reported at a concentration of 0.3 ug/L. A few other organic compounds have been detected in
the most recent P-18A sample at comparably Jow concentrations, and dichlorofluoromethane was
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detected at a concentration of between 1 and 2 ug/L. in two samples from well “P-4.” It is
uncertain if any of this organic contamination is site related or if it is increasing in concentration.
Noue of the detected organic contaminants are at concentrations that are of concern froma
regulatory or risk-based perspective.

Inorganic constituents that have been detected in the private well samples do not dicate
any fmpacts from the site. One notable oceurrence is the low pH in the samples identified as being
from well “P-22.” The pH in samples from this well are mconsistent with what would be
expected in ground water from the Floridan aquifer, which is the primary source of drinking water
for this area, The P-22 sammples are also characterized by both a very low dissolved solids content
(also inconsistent with a Floridan aquifer source) and nitrate concentrations that are notably less
than in the samples from the other private wells. P-22 appears to be completed in earth material
that is dissimilar 1o the limestones of the Floridan aquifer. This well may be completed through a
relict sand-filled sinkhole or in a locally saturated area of surficial sands.

Site Inspection

The Five-Year Review site inspection was performed on June 19 through 20, 2003. The
EPA site inspection team consisted of David Keefer, L'Tonye Spencer, and Bill O’'Steen. The
Florida Department of Environmental Protection was represented by Kelscy Helton, and
Hillshorough Comnty was represented by Patty Berry, David Adams, and Walter Gray. A kick-off
meeting was held at the Hillsherough County Solid Waste Management Department offices in
downtown Tampa, Florida prior to beginning inspection agtivities at the Jite. Following a Site
tour, the EPA team divided as follows: David Keefer performed inspection of the landfill caps, gas
collection system, leachate collection system, site perimetet, and landfill records; L'Tonya
Spencer inspected the Site Information Repository and performed imerviews; and, Bill O’ Steen
inspected the ground water monitoring network accompanied by Kelsey Helton. At the
completion of the site inspection, a debriefing was held with Hillsborough County to discuss
observations and findings.

Inspection of the landfill caps, gas collection system, liquids management system, site
perimeter, and landfill records was performed on June 19, 2003, and is docurnented on the Site
Inspection Cheeklist (Attachment 3). The caps for all three landfills (Taylor Road, FDOT, and
Hillshorough Heights) were well vegetated and well maintained. Positive drainage was generally
maintatned throughout the cap surfaces, although a total of six localized areas of ponding (~100-
500 square yards) were noted on the Taylor Road and Hillshorough Heights caps. These were
generally shallow and likely attributable to subsidence. Repair through sod removal, clay fill, and
topsoil/sad replacement was reportedly routine at these landfills. All side slopes were in excellent
condition with no erosion or leachate seeps observed. Photographs of the landfill caps are
included in Attachment 4. Due to heavy rainfall during the inspection, direct observation of the
stormwater drainage and collection system was possible. The drainage swales and culverts were
free-flowmng and non-erosive off the caps, down the side slopes, and into the detention basins,
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The gas collection systems at the Taylor Road and FDOT landfills had undergone
significant modifications since the original installations, These modifications included the addition
of new gas collection wells, condensate collection sumps, and re-routing of the gas through a
central blower and flare system adjacent to the Hillsborough Heights landfill. The aboveground
components of the gas collection system (wellheads, sampling points, piping, blowers, and flare)
were operable and appeared 1o be in good condition and mamtained. A microturbine generator
had been recently installed between the blower and flare as an alternative ensrgy technology
demenstration.

Liquids management at the landfills is condncted through eollection of condensate from
sumps and gas extraction wells, and through a leachate collection systemn at the Hillsborough
Heights landfill. Condensate from the surmps and gas extraction wells is routinely collected ac the
Tayler Road and Hillsborough Heights landfills, and is stored in the leachate holding tank.
Leachate from the Hillshorongh Heights landfill is collected from nine sutnps and stored in a
holding tank pending off-site disposal. The FDOT landfill gas extraction wells reportedly
generate no collectable liquids.

Site access control is maintained through the use of a single entrance onio County
property and perimeter fencing. The entrance to the Site is from State Route 579, and branches
to a County recycling facility in the sounthwest corner of the property and to the facility
maintenance shops and landfill areas to the north and east. Both the recycing facility and
maintenance areas are manned, however positive access control (e.g., gate) to the landfill area is
not present. A complete mspection of the perimeter fencing (6-ft chain link topped with 3 strands
of barbed wire) was performed, and the following cbservations were noted: one open cut in the
chain link fencing; one patched cut in the chain link fencing; seven locations with the barbed wire
cut or pulled down; one unlocked gate; and, one section of 4-ft fencing along the southern
perimeter. Facility persommel stated that casual trespassing was fairly common, and that
trespassing for vandalism and theft had occurred in the facility mainienance area

Verification of on-site documents and records was performed at the facility maintenance
offices. The following documents were readily available and up-to-date: operations and
maintenance manuals, as-built drawings, maintenance logs, operations and maintenance training
records, gas generation records, ground water monitoring records, and Jeachate extraction
records, The site-specific heelth and safety plan and Occupational Health and Safety Agency
{OSHA) training records were maintaimed at the downtown County offices. Updates to the health
and safety plan were maintained on-site as equipment- or activity-specific memoranda. No formal
visitor/access log is maintained, but visitors are expected to report to the facility maintenance
office. [n general, maintenance of and access to applicable records was good.

Inspection of the ground water monitoring network was performed by Bill O’Steen. The
spection primarily consisted of observations of the access, security, and condition of the well
heads and dedicated sampling equipment for the compliance ring monitoring wells and interior
monitoring wells. General observations from the inspection include: shallow menitoring wells
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completed above the water table should be properly abandoned;, well identification markings
should be maintained for all wells; and, a check of well condition (e.g., siltation, fouling, re-
development) should be included with routine pump maintenance activities. Specific observations
from the inspection include: well TR2-S was unlocked; well 32D had = cracked well pad; well
NE-23 should be replaced by 2 properly constructed well (rather than the present open-hole
completion); and, the well F-2 replacement needs to be installed as socn as possible. Overall, the
imspection of the ground water monitoring network indicates that the monitoring component of
the remedy is operating and functional,

During the post-inspection debriefing with Hillsborough County, the following issues were
identified. For the landfill caps, routine documentation of settlement-fill activities should be
included in the Monthly Operations Reports (Le., area, thickness, and composition of fill
material), and consideration should be given to the installation of settlement plates for e-
surveying of the caps, Site access security should be improved by increasing the frequency of
inspection and repair of the perimeter fencing, and routinely notifying law enforcement about
trespassing. Documentation and records management should include a consolidated update to the
health and safety plan, as well as on-site maintenance of OSHA training records. Noted general
and specific repairs and improvements to the ground weter monitoring network should be
scheduled for implementation, and an updated potable well survey of adjacent properties should
be cenducted to ensure no un-permitted human exposures are taking place. Several positive
observations were also discussed; specifically, the County's acquisition of additional properties
within the sethack zone and the ongoing facility upgrade program were noteworthy.

Interviews

Four interviews were conducted by L' Tonya Spencer on June 19 and 20, 2003 with eleven
individuals representing the EPA, Florida Departinent of Environmental Protection, Hilisherough
County, and the Taylor Road Civic Association. Each interview was conducted based on a set of
fifteen prepared questions addressing a renge of general and technical issues associated with the
remedy. These questions and the Interview Records are presented in Attachment 5, and are
summarized in Table 6.

Based on the interview comments, Hillsborough County is generally complying with the
requirements and intent of the ROD and Consent Decree for this remedy. The remedy appears to
be operating as designed, but there remains some public concern and skepticism regardimg the
effectiveness of the remedy. Specific concerns noted during the interviews that should be
addressed include: properly communicating the change in laboratory reporting limits; evaluating
patential environmental impacts from nearby properties; trespassers on the Site; dumping around
the Site, Mercury detections below remediation levels; ground water issues pot within the scope

Table 6: Interview Summary
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Name/Organization/Title

Comment Summary

David Keefer/EFPA/RPM

Bill O'Steen/EPA/Sr. Hydrogeologist

Kelsey Heltan/FDEF/Manager

Patricia Barry/Hillsbareugh County
BWMD/Landfill Sevices Manager

David Adams/Hillsbarough County
SWMD/Environmental Manager

Walter Gray/Hillsbarough County
SWMD/Envirenmental Sciantist

- The County property [s of increasing value as
urdlevaloped land, County perscnnel perfarm all
services, and the County considers ralations with
adjoining landowners to be amicabla (EWMD).

- New lab raporting requirements for documenting
astimated concentrations batwsen PQL and DL; the
County wanis to snaure thia doesn't surprise citizens ot
regulators with “new” contaminants {SWMD)

- Bi-annual statistical evaluation of ground water
trends should revert to annuel reporting (FDEP)

- Fancing improvements mada due to vendalism and
theft (SWMD).

- FDEP District office has good irack record of
notifying SWMD of any potable wall permit
appllcationa. No new potabls welis are known in the
area, bul no survey has been performad (SWMD).

- Enargy recovery program for methane gas is an
Innovatlva re-use activity at the facility through a DOE
grant (SWMD).

- Dispute with TA Travel Genter regarding
replacement/repalt of monitoring weli F-2 continues
(SWMD). This should be resolved expeditiously
(EFAFDEF).

- A mechanism to monitorftrack impacts from potential
leaks and spills on the adjacent TA Travel Canter,
Gator Ford and Interstate 4 properties should be
corsidered (EFA).

Wayman Rosa/Hilisborough Caunty
SWMD/Sr. Crewleader

- Ongeing work on odor control, but no elevated lavele
heve hesn detacted.

- Erosion between FDOT arxl Taylor Hoad landfills is
belng addressed by eignificant ra-sloping and re-
grading effort.

- Grass s mowed as neaded, and no fertilizers,
herblcides, ar pesticldes ara used.

Andrew Baloon/Hillsborough Caunty
SWMD/Environmental Specialist |

Dennis Zelman/Hillsborough Gounty
SWMD/Environmental Specialist |

- Vagrants hava been seen on the property.

= Some dumping ccours near the prapary.

= Fleld crew are encouraged to repart anything they
cbserve.

- Field crew iz not aware of any complaints from
adjacent property owmears,

- SWMD is diligent in compliance with safety and
health requirements end quallty assurance
requiremenis,




4 | Cam Cbsrling/Taylor Road Clvic - SWMD routinely checks potable wells, but a number
Association/Prasident of adjacent landowners do not have County water.

- Marcury has been detsctsd In privats wells.

- Only a limited numbar of praperty owners wers
connected to County water [the fmprassion is thal this
is fewsr than expectad/promised].

- Tha SWMD ground water consultant is not trusted.

- A naarby borrow pt [not associated with Taylor Road
Landfili] was perrnitted without testing and over the
objections of tha local residents [offerad as an
example of the County's unwillingtiesanability to fook
out for the Interests of the communit.

- There have besn no recent problems with landfil!
gas.

- Potable well sampling le atopped after a property is
placed on County water, this doesn't help track down

Lee Cberting/Taylor Road Civie the Mercury problem.

Assactation/Board Member - SWMD dees a good job communicating with
residents and correcting problams breught to their
attention,

- Qll and grease was datected In groundwater, but
SWMD stopped testing for it because the Jandfill was
not considerad to be the source. Records show that ol
and greass were disposed at the landfill, but SWMD is
ignoring this.

- SWMD also has stopped testing homes with low pH.
- Filters ara on well water becauss of contamination,
but not svervone can afford fillers.

- Leachata shows that the landflll caps are not
impermaable, doas SWMD intend to collect Isachate
forever?

of this action (pH and oil & grease); and, the trigger for provision of County water. Successes
that have occurred include: overall decreasing trends in ground water contamminants;
demonstration of the effectiveness of the well permit institutional conirol; and, successful efforts
for reuse of the County property. Hillshorough County should continue and extend its efforts to
communicate informally and formally with nearby landowners to address the concerns and
successes at the Site. Additionally, EPA will issue a Fact Sheet at the completion of the Five-
Year Review to report the results of the review and address community cONCerns.

Vil. Technical Assessment

The technical assessment of the performance and protectiveness of the Taylor Road
Landfill Superfund Site remedy is based on historical information and data collected during the
Five-Year Review process. As presented in the current Comprehensive Five-Year Review
Guidance (EPA, 2001), this assessment is based on how each of three questions is answered.
These questions are: A - Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?; B -
Ate the exposure assummptions, toxieity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action objectives used at
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the time of remedy selection still valid?; and, C - Has any other information come to light that
could call intc question the protectiveness of the remedy?. The EPA team for the Five-Year
Review met on July 2, 2003 to answer these questions, and the answer:, along with supporting
rationale, are discussed below.,

Question A: !s the Remedy Functioning as Intended by the
Decision Documents?

The remedy selected in the ROD, as constructed by Hillsborough County and verified in
the Final Construction Report, continues to function as imtended. Ground water mmonitoring has
been and continues to be performed to evaluate the progress of natural attenuation and to
determine the need for contingent actions. Natural attenuation of contaminants in ground water 18
demonstrated to be cecurring by the monitoring data. However, the contingent action criteria for
expansion of the ground water monitoring compliance ring (two successive exceedances in a ring
well) has been triggered on three occasions: October 1999 - addition of wells C-6 and C-7; April
2000 - addition of wells C-8 and C-9; and, May 2001 - addition of well C-10. Following the April
2000 expansion, one additional landowner was offered hook-up to County water, but this was
refused. The contingent action criteria for requiring active groundwater treatment at the
property boundary {regulatory evaluation of annuel statistical and other data) has not been
triggered. Currently, 14 compliance rimg wells, 13 interior wells, and 1 background well are
routinely monitored. Contaminant concentrations i some wells may have reached asymptotic
levels at or near the remediation levels; however, continued operation and maintenance of the
landfill caps is clearly necessary for these results to be sustained.

Current monitoring and operation and maintenance practices for the ground water remedy
are generally adequate to mmamtain the effectiveness of the remedy. There were no indicators of
problems that would jeopardize the performance of the remedy. There is room for improvement
in the areas of well maintenance and in the implementation of institutional controls. There also
1may exist opportunities in the near futnre for optimization through reducing the number of mterior
wells sampled and/er the number of analytes requested. The frequency of monitoring and
reporting is expected to remain unchanged for the foreseeable future. As previously noted, a
significant element of the continued success of the ground water remedy is continuity in the
operation and maintenance of the landfills. The commitment by Hillsborough County through the
existing RCRA permit to the operation and maintenance of the landfills appears firm, and no
problems are anticipated in this regard for the foreseeable future. Site access controls at the
landfills show evidence of recurrent failure, but this is not expected to have resulted in any human
expasure to ground water.

The answer to Question A is Yes.

Questlon B: Are the exposure assumptions, tox|city data, cleanup
levels, and remedial action objectives used at the time of remedy
selection still valid?
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Changes have occusred in both the exposure assurnptions and the cleanup levels
established in the ROD and used in the baseline risk assessment, but the validity of the underlying
basis for action and remediation levels remains sound. The changes in exposure assumptions are
based on chenges in land use in adjacent properties from residential and agricultural to
cammercial; & less restrictive type of use. Additionally, the baseline risk assessment was used to
identify contaminant suites (i.e., volatile organic compounds and metals) and media posing excess
risk, but contaminant-specific remediation levels were based on Florida Department of
Environmental Protection standards. The changes in cleanup levels were associated with Florida
Department of Environmental Protection revision of certain Minimum Criteria for Organoleptics
constituents in the Ground Water Cleanup Target Levels (FAC 62-777). A total of six
constituents were revised in the Ground Water Cleanup Target Levels (5 downward and 1
upward relative to the Minimmm Criteria for Organoleptics standard), and none of these
constituents has been detected at the Taylor Road Landfill Site. Changes to applicable, or relevant
and appropriate standards are surmarized in Tables 7 through 9.

Table 7: Changes in Chemical-Specific Standards

Contaminant Medla Cleanup Level Standard Citation/Year

Arzulein ground water 110 ug/L Previous 110 ug/l Groundwater Guidance
Concentrations (FOEP,
I994)

New 14 ug/L Target Cleanup Lavel
(FAC 62-777, 1959)

2-4 Dichloropheno! | prownd water 4upglL Previous 4ugll Groundwaier Guidance
Concentrations (FDEP,
19%4)

New 0.5 ug/L Targe: Clearup Level
(FAC 62-777, 1999)

34 Dichlorophencl | ground water 10ug/L Previowr 10 upll Groundwater
Guidanos
Concenirations
(FDEP, 1994)

MNew 0.5 ug/l Targst Cleanup Leve!
(FAC 82-777, 1569)

2.4~ graund water 400 ugy/'L Previous 400 ugfll Groundwalter
Dirnathylphenc| Guidanca
Concenirlions
(FDEP, 1054)

New 140 ugll Targal Cleanup Lavel
(FAC 62-777, 1598}




Maphthalens

qraund water

B.& ugiL Previous

£.5 ugll

Groundwater
Quidance
Concantrations
(FDEP, 1e94)

New

20 ug/L

Tangel Gleanup Lovs!
{FAC g2-777, 1998)

Viny| Acetale

ground water

Pravious

250 ug/l

250 ugil

Groundwatar
Guklancs
Conoentrations
(FOEP, 1864)

BB g/l

Table 8: Changes In Actlon-Specitlc Requirements

Acetlon

Requirement

Prerequislie

Targe! Cleanup Lavel
FAC 82-777, 1998

Cltation/Yoar

Ground water

rermeciiation

Previous

Flerida Air Pellution Rules

alr emlasions during

ramedlal activitles

FAGC 17-21

No applicable changes

Table 9: Changes in Locatlon-Specific Requirements

Locstlon Requiramant Frerequisite Citatlan/Year
Taylor Road Pravious Hazardous Waste Warmning Signs perimeter and FAC 17-736
Landfill Site access control
New Mo applicable changes
Taylor Rcad Previous Endangered Spocies Act Identification of 50 CFR 402
Langtfill Site species or habllat
I New Na applicable changes I

In general, the remedy is progressing as expected. No changes in site conditions,
contaminant characteristics, exposure pathways, or relevant standards were observed or are
koown to have occurred that would call into question the ongoing protectiveness of the remedy.
A periodic private well survey should be performed to ensure no wo-permitted withdrawals are
taking place in the vicinity of the landfill and to validate the exposure assumptions.

The answer to Question B is Yes.




Question C: Has Any Other Information Come to Light that Could
Call into Question the Protectiveness of the Remedy?

No new information has come to light that would call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy. The presence of the Site within the Brandon Karst tarrain presents an ongoing threat
of natural disaster through sinkhole collapse beneath one of the landfills. This threat was
recognized during the decision-making process for both the RCRA corrective action and
CERCLA remediation. Since construction of the landfill caps, subsidence of the caps appears 1o
be consistent with volume [oss through gas collection and settling. Additionally, this portion of
Florida has experienced both drought and above-averege rainfall smee remedy construction that
would tend to exacerbate areas susceptible to karst faflure. During the monitoring period, no
indication that sinkhole collapse is imminent or likely has been observed.

The answer to Question C is No.
VIll. [ssues
During the course of the Five-Year Review document and data review, site inspection, and

interviews, a number of issues were identified pertaining to remedy effectiveness. These issues
and their impact on remedy protectiveness are summarized in Table 10.

Table 10: Issues

Affecte Attacte Future
lasues Current Protactivaness
Protacilvenasa YIN)
(™) (
{1) Sita azceas securlty {monitoring & mainisnanca of fancaa) Nao Yas
{2) Ground water monltoring we!l maintenance NG You
{3) Potantial for un-psrmitted potabls well Installation In No Yes
adjoining propertias
(4) Operationa & malntanancs of landtlll capa, loachate Mo You
collectlon, gas callaction snd storm water management systems
under RCRA
(% Annual reporting ter Ground Water Quallty Statistical No Yeas
Evaluations
(8) Ground water quality aoncarns (mercury, cll & greass, and No Potentlally
pH) of adjeining land owners ahould be affirmatively sddrossad
(7) Quantitative meaaurement and tracking of fill sotlvitiew In No No
lanciflll cap aettlarnent araas
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{8) Menlicring/evaluation of potentlal environmental impacta

from adjaocsnt propertiss (oommoerclal activities and dumping)
shouid ke parformed

1X.

Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Based on the issues identified during the Five-Year Review, recommendations and fellow-
up actions for the Taylor Road Landfill have besn identified. These are summarized in Table 11.

Table 11: Recommendations and Follow-up Actions

Recommendations
and
Follow-up Actlons

Party
Responsible

Mileston
& Data

Affecta
Pretectivensas (Y/N)

Current

Future

= Rapair eut and
damagnad fencas

= Inatitute dally
permeler ascurlty
checks (psr 1883 CD)

Hlllshercugh
County
SWMD

111/2003

Neo

Yos

- Perform routine
malnienance on wells
TR2-8 and 32D

- Ratfit/raplece well NE-
23

- Rofltfreplace wall F-2
- Abandon unused
shallow walls

- Look and ciearly
iabal all wolle

- Add wail
rehabllitation cheok to
pump rapair procost

Hillsbaraugh
County
SWND

T1ARO0D

{3} | Perform patabla well Hlileborough EPA 1112003 No Yes
survey on ad]acent County
parcels (mppreximately SWMD
1-mile radius of Slte)

{4} | Conwsideration of FDEP Dimtrict EPA 8162013 No You
ground water impacts Office
during RCRA parmlit
renewal nagotiation

(5) | Return to Annual Hillaborough | EPA and | &/27/2004 No Yos
reporting and County FDEP
availuation of ground SWMD
water trende
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Affects
Party Oversigh | Milestioh | Proteotivencss (Y/N)

Resommandatione

and
Follow-up Actlena Respanalble | 1 Agency o Dete Current Future

(8) | Prepare Fact Shee! EPA EPAmnd | 1012003 No Patentlal
preaenting results af FLEP
Five-Year Review and
addressing community
ground water quallty
concerns

{71 | - Perlerm routine oivll Hllishorough EPA 5H 2004 Ho Mo
surveying of landfill Caunty (survey)
cop surfaces (bl- SWMD
annual or when 10/1/2003
signifloant eattlament {raporis)
ia chaerved)
= Include gquaniitatlve
estimate of setilement
I Hill actlvities (ares,
thicknoew and
locaticn)

& = Inventory producte Hillsberough EPA 11/1/12003 No No
und wastea managed County
on ad|acent or nearby SWMD
properiies

- Requeat notification
from FDEF District
Office of hearby aplila
or ralomsen

= Report/cleanup
Ilegal dumping on

ad

X. Protectiveness Statement

The remedy at the Taylor Road Landfill currently protects mman health and the
enviromment because ground water monitoring at the compliance ring ensures contmgent
measures can be taken prior to impacts to domestic supply wells, institutional controls restrict the
installation of new dorestic supply wells in the impacted area, post-closure cage of the landfills
under RCRA minimizes ongoing impacts to the aquifer, and natural attenuation is demonstrated
to be occurring. However, in order for the remedy to remain protective m the Jong-ierm, the
following actions need to be taken: repair fencing and improve enforcement of site access
controls; improve routine maintenance of monitoring wells; performn a potable well survey in the
vicinity of the site to ensure institutional controls are effective; ensure the long-term operation and
maintenance of the landfills; resume annual ground water quality statistical evaluations; and,
improve responsiveness to ongoing COTMIMUNItY CODCEITS.
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Owerall, Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department has done a
commendable job of implementing the remedy and integrating RCRA and CERCLA operation and
maintenance requirements for the Site, While these follow-up actions, if not implemented, would
be expected to have a negative impact on the long-term effectiveness of the remedy, it is expected
that Hillsbarough County will be responsive to these recommendations. Most of the
recommendations and follow-up actions for the Site are being implemented by Hillsborough
County based on the debriefing at the conclusion of the site inspection.

Xl. Next Review

The next Five-Year Review for the Taylor Road Landfill Superfund Site will be a statutory
review, and will be completed on August 11, 2008.
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SITE FIGURES



Figure 1 - Aerial Photograph of Taylor Road Landfill Site with Site
Boundary and Compliance Monitoring Wells

] Hu Exd e
LaMBFILL :
“

. '!FI‘;'F'L_;_I'T 1. i
LAafiDFIL i

4

TRAVEL
ENTEN

_:Iruﬁ alrom roro

LI




Figure 2.Trichloroethene Concentration Trends
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Figure 3. cis 1,2-Dichloroethene Concentration Trends
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Figure 4. Vinyl Chloride Concentration Trends
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Figure 5. 1,1-Dichloroethene Concentration Trends
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Figure 6. Benzene Concentration Trends
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Figure 7. Manganese Concentration Trends
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Figure 8. Concentration Trends for Miscellaneous Contaminants
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ATTACHMENT 2

LiST OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED



CDM Federal Programs Corporation, Community Relations Plan, June 26, 1989
CDM Federal Programs Corporation, Final Baseline Risk Assessment, June 1994
Engineering-Science (ES), Taylor Road Landfill Remedial Alternatives Evaluation, July 1983

Environmental Protection Agency Region Four, Administrative Order by Consent for Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study, February 1, 1993

Environmentel Protection Agency Region Four, Administrative Order on Consent, Septermber 13,
1996

Environmenta! Protecticn Agency Region Four, Consent Decree, April 15, 1983

Environmental Protection Agency Region Four, Consent Decree-Remedial Design/Remedial
Assessment, May 11, 1998

Envirommnental Protection Agency Region Four, Record of Decision, September 29, 1993
Ravironmentel Protection Agency Region Four, Bxplanation of Significant Differences,
Enivronmental Protection Agency Region Four, Superfund Proposed Plan Fact Sheet, July 1995
Environmental Protection Agency, Unilateral Administrative Order of Consent, February 15, 1995
ERM-South, Inc,, Final Feasibility Study Report, June 1995

FERM-South, Inc., Final Remedial Investigation Report, May 1995

Hillsborongh County Solid Waste Management Departrnent (HCSWMD), Final Construction
Report, April 16, 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, January 1997

Hillsbarough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, February 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Dorestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 1997



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, May 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, June 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departmert (SWMD), Hillshorough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, July 1997

Hiltsborough County Solid Waste Management Departrment (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 1997

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domwstic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, September 1997

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, November 1997

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Departiment (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, December 1997

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, January 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departraent (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, February 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 1598

Hillsberough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, May 1998

Hillsborough County Sclid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, June 1958

Hillsborough County Sclid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Dromestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, July 1998



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 1958

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heighits
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, September 1998

Hillshorongh County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, November 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (WMD), Hillsbo rough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, December 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, January 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analyticel Data Report, February 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Dormestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heiphts
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, May 1999

Hillsborongh County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, June 1399

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, hdy 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsboreugh Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, September 19993

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 1999



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, November 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Weste Meanagement Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, December 1992

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hilisborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, Jancary 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, February 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 2000

Hillsberough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Ddata Report, May 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, June 2000

Hillsberough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, Tuly 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 2000

Hillsborough County Sclid Waste Management Department (3WMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, September 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsboreugh Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, Novernber 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, December 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, January 2001
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Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Doinestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, February 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Hilisborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD?}, Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, May 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, June 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, July 2001

Hillsborough Comnty Sclid Wasts Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department {SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Anzalytical Data Report, September 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Anelytical Data Report, November 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, Decernber 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Meanagement Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Dormestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, July 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, August 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Depattment (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, September 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Managernent Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, October 2002



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Hillshorough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, November 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, December 2002

Hillshoraugh County Solid Waste Management Department {SWMD), Hillsborough Heigits
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, January 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, February 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, March 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, April 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departmment (SWMD), Hillsborough Heights
Domestic Supply Wells Analytical Data Report, May 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Remedial Action Work
Plan, April 1998

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Mcmitor Well Analysis, January 1996

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heighits/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, April 1996

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, October 1996

Hillsborough County Department of Sclid Waste, Hillshorough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, January 1997

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Read Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, April 1997

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, July 1997

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Moenitor Well Analysis, October 1997



Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, January 1998

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hilisborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, April 1598

Hillsborough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfille
Monitor Well Analysis, July 1998

Hillshorough County Department of Solid Waste, Hillsborough Heights/Taylor Road Landfills
Monitor Well Analysis, October 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Read Lendfills Monthly Operations Report, February 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, March 1998

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, April 1998

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Departiment (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Cperations Report, May 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departrnent (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, June 1998

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, July 1998

Hillsbotough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, August 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Mornthly Operations Report, September 1953

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, October 1998

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, November 1998

Hillsherough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, December 1998




Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Menthly Operations Report, January 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, February 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, March 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Repert, April 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Cperations Report, May 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taytor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, June 1929

Hillsborough Ceunty Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, July1959

Hillsborough Cownty Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, August 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, Septerber 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, October 199%

Hillsborough County Selid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, November 1993

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsberough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, December1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Managernent Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, January 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, February 2000

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, March 2000




Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departmernt (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, April 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department {SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, May 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, June 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, July 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, August 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departrment (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Cperations Report, September 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, October 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsberough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, November 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, December 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, January 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, Febrnary 2001

Hillsborough County Sclid Wasts Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heighte/Taylor Road Landfills Manthly Operations Report, March 2001

Hillsborough County Sclid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, April 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWND), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, May 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, June 2001



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, July 2001 -

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department {SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, August 2001

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillshorough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, September 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, Cetober 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, November 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, December 2001

Hillshorouph County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, January 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hilisborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, February 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Managerment Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, March 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, April 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Repert, May 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, June 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Roed Landfills Monthly Operations Report, July 2002

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Lendfills Monthly Operations Report, August 2002

Hilisboroungh County Solid Waste Management Department {SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, September 2002



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, October 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Departmeat (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfilts Monthly Operations Report, Noveinber 2002

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, December 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, January 2003

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, February 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, Mach 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Tzylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, April 2003

Hillsborough County Sokid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Hillsborough
Heights/Taylor Road Landfills Monthly Operations Report, May 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, April 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, July 1999

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Rosd Landfil
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, October 1999

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, January 2000

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, April 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Lmdﬁ]l
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, July 2000

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, October 2000

S — L A ——— e e



Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, January 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Read Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, April 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, July 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, October 2001

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Managerent Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfil
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, January 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, April 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Menagement Departrnent (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfond Site Analytical Data Report, July 2002

Hillshorough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, October 2002

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Depertment (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, January 2003

Hillsborough County Solid Waste Management Department (SWMD), Taylor Road Landfill
Superfund Site Analytical Data Report, April 2003



ATTACHMENT 3
SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST



Site Inspection Checklist

L SITE INFORMATION

Site name: Taylor Road Landfill Date of inspection: June 15-20, 2003

Location and Reglon: Tampa, Hillsberough County, | EPA ID: FLD 80 494 959
Flerida - EPA Regian 4.

Agency, office, or company leading the [ive-year Weather/teraperature; Cvercastirain/~-85 degrees F
review: EPA Regicn 4 (WMD/SSMB/NFL)

Remedy Ineludes: (Check all that apply)

O Landfill cover/containment v Moenitored nataral attennation
O Access controla O Groundwater containment
v Institational controts O Vertical barrier walls

0O Groundwater pump and treatment
O Surface water collection and treatment

Attachments: O Inspection team roster attached " Site map attached

IL INTERVIEWS {Check all that apply)

1. Q&M site manager Weayman Rose Sr. Crew Lepder 519403
Name Titla Dale

Interviewed v at site [ &t office O by phone Fhoneno, ___813-744-5535
Problems, suggestions; » Repart attached _ Interview fotm.

2 O&M stalff __(see atteched Interview Form)
Name Title Date=

Interviewed O at gite [] at office O by phone Phene tio,
Problems, suggestions, » Report attached




Local regulatory authorities and response apeocles (i.e., Statc and Tribal offices, emergenay
response office, police departrnent, office of public health or envircnmental health, zoning offics,
recorder of deeds, or other ¢ty and coanty offices, etc.) Fill in all that spply.

Agency ___FRED
Centact __Kellsy Helton 6/19/03

Neme Title Dute Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; (1 Report attached DEP does not coneur with BPA BSD removing
secondarv MCL o ARARS for the sjte.

Apency
Contect

Name Title Date FPhonie 0o,
Problemns; suggestions; O Report attached

Agency
Centac!

Wame Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions; [0 Repert atteched

Agency
Contact

Names Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;, [0 Report attached

4.

Other interviews (optional) « Report attached.

Other interviews performed as a separste activity (see Interview Records)




Ol ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS YERIFIED {Check all that apply)

O &M Documents

' C&M manual v Readily availabls v Up 1o date 0O N/A
v As-built drawings v Readlly available v Uptodate CONA
+ Maintenence logs " Readily available vUptodate ONWA
Remarks As-built include i i ce recor
Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan O Readily evailabls O Uptodate O NA

O Cmﬂngmcyplmfemgmcyrmpmuplan £ Readily available DUp Lodat: ON/A
gl county officer dosmtown. S0OPs eddress R anticipats

O&M and OSHA Tralning Records v Readily available v Uptodate [DNA
Remarks _____Maintained at county offices downtown

Permiits and Service Agresments

O Air discharge permit O Readily available OUptodate v N/A

O Effluent discharge * [ Readily available OUptodate o N/A

O Wagte dizposal, POTW O Regdily svailabls OUptodate [DONA

0 Other parmits O Readily avallable OUptodate o NA
¥ l=achate Valrico 1 {colmty-ow

(Gas Generatlon Records v Readily avallable v Uptodate DONA

Remarks.

Bettlement Mooument Records O Readily available OUptadate o NiA

Remarks __ Not a feature of this facility, Re-surveying done as needed / Ponding s corrected as

[eeded.

Groondwater Monltoring Recorda #" Readily available v Uptodate ONA

Remnarks

Legchate Extraction Records v Readily evailable v Uplodate [ON/A

Remaris,

Discharge Compliance Records

O Adr O Readily available OUptodate o N/A

[0 Watsr (sffluent) O Readily available OUptodate v N/A

Remarks

Dally Aveess/Security Logs O Readily gvailable 0O Up to dats v N/A

Eernarks Wisitora required to report at office; no log maintained.




I¥. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
{1 State In-honse 0O Contractor for State
0O PRP in-house 0 Cantracior for PRP
[ Federal Facility m-house a C-:utrm for Feda'al Facllity
v Other g s PRE 2 X
some contract suppoct

2, O&M Cost Recopds —County to provide info as follow-up
v Readily availeble v Up o date
v Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost astimate N/ 0O Breakdown attached

Total eonual cost by year for revisw period if available

From, * To ] Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

Prom, To [ Braakdown attached
Date Dat= Total cost

From To 3 Breakdown attached
Date Dale Totel cost

From, To [ Breakdown attached
Dete Date Total cost

From Tn O Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost

* Maintained as part of county budget, eost spreadsheets provided,

3 Unanticipated or Unusually High O-&M Cosis During Review Period
Dascﬂbe costs and reasns: t5 to on system af TRLF (Touti

Y. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS O Applicable O N/A

A, Fenclng

1 Fencing dutnaged # Location shown ai slte m.ap v Gates secured O NfA
Remarks = @ fen cas ae’g i
One cpen cut identifjad.

B. Other Acvcess Restrictions




Sigos and other security measures [1 Location shown an sitemep O NiA
Remarks __ No trespassing sign every 50 foet slong fence.

C. Institutional Contrels (ICs)

L

Implementation and enforcement (Sile Access Security)

Site conditions iply ICs not properly implamented OYes »No ON/A
Site conditions imply 1Cs net being Fully enfoeced vYes ONo ONA
Type of mopitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by) D&M pereonnel on-site dallv/eelf-reporting
Frequency _daily (self-reporty/monily (visual inspection)

Respensible partyfapency _ Hillsboroueh County

Contact ___Wayman Rose
Nams

Title Date Phane no.
Reporting id up-10-date v Yee ONo DONA
Reporte are verified by the lead agency v Yes [JNo ONA

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have besn met v Yes ONe DO N/A
Violatione have been reported v Yes ONo LONA
Dthc.r pmblem or suggesums O Report attached

arting 08 ii et ;

. General

Vs.nd.alismfh‘espaming If ananm shown on site map El Nn vandalism mdent

pA Lend uee changes on lte O WA
Remarks __ Sold srmall airi 10T ica, Jeased ~11 C, leased ~0.5 acre to
County sheriff’s office

3

Land use changes off slte I:I NIA
Remarks Some new businesses g ]

VL GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS




A. Reads # Applicsble O N/A

1. Roads damaged [ Lacation shown oo sile map " Roads adequate ON/A
Remarks,

B, Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VI LANDFILL COYERS " Applicable OON/A

A, Landflll Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots} U Location shown on site map [ Sertlemen: not evidant
Areal extent Depth _0.5-1 ft
Remarks _Eow areas {100-500 meters square) noted of TRLF and HH, actively being

addressed.

2 Cracks O Location shown om site map & Cracking not evident
Lengthe _ Widths______ Depthe
Remarks

3 Erosion O Locatics ghown on site map v Erosion not evident
Arealextent_ Depth,
Remarks

4, Holes O Locatico shown on gite map v Haoles not evident

Arveslegtent Depth




Vegetative Cover v Grags v Covar properly astablished v No slgns of stress
O Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on & diagram)

Remarks
Alternative Cover (armared rock, concrete, etc.) v N/A
Remarks
Bulges O Location shown on site map v Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks
Wet Aress/Water Damnge O We: areasfwater damage not evident
v Wet areas O Location shown on site map  Areal extent_6 X 100-500.yd3
v Fonding O Location shown on site map  Areal extent,
[ Seeps 0 Lacation shown on Eite map Areal extent,
(1 Soft subgrade O Location shown on site map ~ Areal extent
Actively filled tor ate il removed, cl topeoil and vegetation
re-estatljshed).

Slope Instability Oshdes [ Locadon shown on sltemap v No evidence of slope instability
Areal extent
Remarks

B. Benches O Applicetde v N/A

(Harizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep lendfill side slope Lo interrupt the slope
in crder to slow down the velocity of surface nmoff end intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.}

Flows Bypass Bench D Location shown on site map 0O N/A or okay
Remarks |y et gentle contour prades leading i ; s
Bench Breached [1 Location shown on site map # N/A or okay
Remarks

Bench Overtopped [ Location shown on sjte map ¥ NiA Cf okay
Remarks

€. Letdown Channels ' Applicable O N/A

(Channel tined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags, ar gahions that descend down the stoep
side slape of the cover and will allow the mnoff water collected by the benches to move off of the
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)

Settlement O Location shown on slte map  + No evidence of settlement

Arealextent Depth
Remariks




Material Degradationh O Location shown on site map » No evidence of degradation

Material hype: Areal extent A
Remarks
A Erosion [ Location shown o site map ¢ Noavidencs of erosion
Arealextent Depth
Remarks
4, Undercutting O Location showm on site map v No evidence of undercutting
Areal extent Depth__
Remarke
5. Obstructions  Type v No cbetructions
[ Location shown oo site map Areal extent
Size
Remarks
6. Excesslve YVegetative Growth Type

v No cvidence of excessive growth

v Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

[ Lecation shown on site map Areal extent

Remarks

D. Cover Pepetrations [0 Applicable O N/A

1. Gas Vents v Active O Paseive
v Properly secursd/locked v Punctioning " Routinely sampled " Good condition
O] Evidence of l=akage at petietration O Needs Maintenance
O NA
Remarks _Teakago checked quarter]y,
3 Gas Monltoring Probes
¥ Properly securedflocked  Punctioning  « Routinely sampled v Good condition
O Evidence of Jeakage et penefration O Neesls Maintenance O N/A
Remarks

Monitoring Wells (withis surface area of landfill)

v Properly secured/locked v Functioning ¢ Routinely sampled  « Good condition
O Bvidence of leal:age at pme-traﬂm O Needs Maintenance 0O N.’A

Remarks _ Intetior ¢ 3 i jsgues

Leachate Extraction Wells

v Properly secured foeked ¢ Puncticning ' Routinely sampled v Good condition
0 Evidence of leskage at penatraticn DO Needs Mainteniance O N/A

Remarks _ Within facility with restricied poces




Settlement Manuments O Located O Routificly surveyed O NA
Remarks __ Mot presept (pre-dates routine usey. :

E. Gas Collection and Treatment v Applicable O N/A

1

Gas Treatment Facliities
+ Flaring v Thermal destruction  w* Collection for reuse
¥ Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks _ Micro-wurbine installed 3/03 with DOE grant.

Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piplng
v Good camdition {1 Needs Maintenance
Remarks

Gas Monitoring Faclllties (¢.g., gas monitering of adjacent homes or buildings)
v Good condition O Needs Maintenance O N/A

Remarks _Structure readings performed quarteriy.

E. Cover Drafnage Layer O Applicable v NiA

L.

Outlet Pipes Inspected [ Functioning ON/A
Remuarks

Outtet Rock Inspected [ Functioning ONA
Remarks

G, Detentlon/Sed!mentation Ponds v Applicatie O N/A

1

Siltation Areal extent _ 8-9 acres Pepth _ 5210 feet ON/A
v Siltaticm net vident
Remarks _Four on gite, typicadly dry,

Erosion Areslextent . Depth_
v Erosion not svident
Retnarks

Outlet Works O Punctioning v N/A
Remarks  Evgporation/percolation.

Dam O Functioning  « N/A
Remerks

H. Retaining Walls O Applicable  + N/A




L Deformations O Location shown on site map O Deformation net evident
Hatlzontel displacement Vertical displacement

Rotaticmal displacement
Remarks
2 Degradation O] Location shown on site rmap O Degradation not evident
Remarks
I. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge v Applicable O N/A
1. Siltation O Locatlon shown on sitemap v Siltation not evident
Areal extent
Remarks _Around landfjll, route to detention basins.
2 Yegetatlve Growth O Location shown an sitemap  CIN/A
v Vegetation does not itpede. flow
Areplextent_ Type.
Remarks
3. Ervsion [3 Location shown on site map  +* Erosion not evident
Areal extent, Depth
Remarks

4, Discharge Structure v Functioning [ N/A
Remerks _Smell congrete pad or tip rap et discharge,

VI, VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS [ Applicable v N/A

1. Settiement O Location shown on site map [0 Setflement pot evident
Areal extent Depth,
Remarks

2 Performatice Monjtoring Type of monitxing
(1 Performence noi monitored
Frequency O Evidence of breaching
Head differential
Remarke

IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES v Applicable O N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines O Applicabie v N/A
1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumblng, and Electrical
O Good condition, 1 All required wells properly operating [ Needs Maintenence 1 N/A

Remarks,




Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtinances
0 Good comdition O Needs Maintenence
Remarks.

Spare Faris and Equipment
O Readily availabls C Good conditien () Requires upgrade [ Needs to be pravided
Remarks

B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines [ Applicable v/ N/A

L

Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical
0O Good condition O Needs Maintenancs
Remarks

Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurienances ’

O Good ecndition O Needs Maintenance
Remarks,
3 Spare Parts and Equlpment

O Readily available 0O Good conditton  T1 Requires upgrade [0 Needs to be provided
Ramarks

i

C. Treatment System (0 Applicable v N/A
Treatment Traln (Check components that apply)
O Metals remeval O Gil/water separation O Bioremediation
O Air stripping 0O Carbon adsorbers
O Filters
0 Additive (e.g., chelation egent, flocoulent)
O Cthers,
0O Good condition O Neads Maintenance

0 Sampling ports properly marked and fumctional

D) Sampling/maintenancs log displayed and up to date
L] Equipmant properly identified

O Quantity of groundwater treated annuedly
0O Quantity of surface waler treated annually,
Remarks

Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional)
O N/A O Good condition O Needs Maintenance

Remarks

Tanks, Yaulta, Storage Veasela

[AN/A 0 Good cmdition [ Proper secondary containment [0 Neccls Maintenance

Remerks




4, Discharge Structure and Appurtenances
C Nia [1 Good condition O MNeads Malntenance
Remarks

5 Treatment Building(g)

ON/A O Good condition (2sp- roof and docrways) 0O Needs repait
[ Chemicals end equipment properly stored
Remsrks

6. Maonitoring Wells (pump and treaiment remedy)

O Properly aecured/ocked O Puncticning O Routinely sampled O Good condition
O Al raquired wells located O Needs Maintenance ONA
Remarks

6. Monitoring Dats
v Is routinely submitted on Hme v Is of acceptatle quality

7. Monltoring data sugpests:

v Groundwater plume is effectively conteined " Contaminant cencentrations are declining

D. Munitored Natural Attennation

1 Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remady)

v Properly securad/locked ¢ Punclioning " Rowtinely sampled o Good condition
" All required wells located v Needs Maintepance ONA
Remarks Soine maintenages Josuss ons well uplocked.

X, OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not coveted above, attach an inspection sheet descriting
the physical neture and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction,

XI. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A, Implementation of the Remedy




Describe issues and obeervations relating to whether the retnedy is effective and functioning as
designed. Begin with a brief stalement of what the remedy ia to acoomplish (1., to contain
cm:nminmt plume, mmmzamﬁltrahm and gas emission, ete. J

Adegnacy of O&M

Describe issues and oservations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
parnmla.r disouss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

CI

Early Indicators of Potentlal Remerdy Problems

Dhescyibe issues and chesrvations such ag unexpected chenges in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequancy of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the funre,

—Done.




Opportunities lor Optimization

Desmbe pusslble- cppcu‘ttm.lhs for cpuu:uzaucm in mmmng tasl:s cr the operaumuf the rermedy.

ftxﬂammfhlggg furbine gviem_ o




ATTACHMENT 4

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS



(Grass cover

Taylor Road Landfill: Side slope with well-
established grass cover.

Taylor Road Landfill: Drainage along toe.



7" Vegetation re-establishing on topsoil Taylor Road Landfill:

Improvementregrading of
drainage adjacent to FDOT
Landfill.

Taylor Road and
Hiltshorough
Heights Landfills:
Flare for combined
flow landfill gas
recovery system.




Taylor Road Landfill: Deep monitoring well with
protective casing and dedicated sampling system.

o _;._"__., ::'\j"“l, SR g

F

-F
ol :;\
Zj N

Taylor Road Landfill: Top of unused shallow
menitoring well, Nate: nearly at grade.



ATTACHMENT &

INTERVIEW RECORDS



Taylor Road Five Year Review Questions

1. Wi is your ovenall impression of the projecl?
1 Wnl&mhmeﬂmibnpmﬁomhdmﬂutmﬂimmmumy?

3. Are yiuy sware ol any communily consems reganiing the site, its vperation or the
sidminidimtivn?
4. Are youaware of any vendallsm, trospassing o cnerpeney cesponses fram local solhoricies?

5. Arc ybu or your seighboni using priundsvoter troon the urea? 1050, buw ure you uging it and
are yau aware of &y problems with gronndwatee?

& Do you ool well inforwed about the xike's sctivitics’progres?
{TeehnlealiOpertoes - Have there hees routine communication/activitien? IT wi, what were they

mnd what were ity i referenec tw?)
1. Do you have amy complaint®

[Techmienl Opcrulors - Huve fhere besn uny compininis, violstves or other incidvots rebated @
the site nequiring, a cesponss by your office? (F so, give detaibs of evenl{x} wad reults 0l

ICEPOnECE. ¥
1. Cayou feel well Informed about the sita’s activitios amd progres?
9. Do yno have aty cumments, suggestives, of retimmenlations reganding the gwe?
{Techuienl X Oporutor « Do you have any comments, aupgestions, or recommendutions reparding
(he sife”s rendgumen| or operstion?)

TechnicallOperations
19, What b vhe curnen staius of the opestt| o

11 Tave sty prablerns been erwountered which tegtrimd, ar will require, chanpya o this
rconcdial design or the RO

12. Nuve thene been any problems or diTacoltive with the impicmentsion of the remedy?

13, Have there been any signifiennt ehanges in the (&N raguirements, nindnteaance schedubes,
or sampling roulines in the Lest five yoan? 1f so. da ihey affect the protectiveness or
effeciivenes of (e rerocdy?

14, Have there been moexpeciad O 2 M difficultiex or cori ac the <ife”

15, Dave thete been epportunitics o omimize O&M, or simpling elfons?



INTERYIRW DOCUMENTATHIN FORM

The filluwing i 4 list of indfvidunl Intervdensih lar s fve-year sviow. No the aiached
esertiurl record(a} fora lcdmmarllwimnws.

 Ghl gl G oF0F

MName Ti!lr:fF'l.mtmn Urganization Lints
Namao Titled Persitiom Chganiztion Dot
Name TitlefPosition Urgonization Dato
Nanwe Title/Position L) A s e 1danc
Nure Title Powition Urpanizsiion [t

Name TilePusativa Organiratian e




INTERYIEW RECORD

Hix Mamw: -Ed{ihr Rougt Zeaellll LPA ID Ku
Rubjess > it - ﬂn:{;mﬂf[m
U Triephone X visit O wr Winctag U Outgeng
Leeution of Viak: .t;nL':u b "'ﬂﬂﬁiﬁw
Centact Made By:
o) T S ﬂﬁ'ﬂ:nm £een/ £L0 | orgratation
ledividugl € ontacted:
MIHLLg,":h” £ e |“!ﬁ:,0wuh‘bdﬁ' | osprutmtion
Talaphoas Me: Streel Addrwi:
Fux Ne: CHy, St Lig:
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APPENDIX A
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

COMMENTS



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towaers Office Building
Jeb Bush 2&60C Blair Stone Raad Chavid B. Struhs
Gavernos Tallahassee, Flarida 12392-2400 Secretary

September 19, 2003

Mr. David Keefer
USEPA, Region IV
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth St,, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960

Dear Mr. Keefer:

FDEP has reviewed the draft Tuly 2003 Five-Year Review (Review) for the Taylor Road
Landfill Superfund site along with the June 27, 2003 Taylor Road Landfill Groundwater
Quality Statistical Evaluation. The following is based on comparison of the remedy as
defined in the original September 1995 Record of Decision (ROD) and the Remedial
Action Objectives identified therein, As stated in the Review, the DEP did not concur
with the ESD, which we assert inappropriately eliminated Florida's Secondary drinking
water standards as an ARAR for the site and inappropriately used an ESD to
fundamentally changed the site remedy.

The Five-Year Review concludes that the remedy currently protects uman health and the
environment because groundwater monitoring at the ring of wells ensures contingent
measures can be taken prior to impacts to domestic wells; institutional controls restrict
the installation of new domestic supply wells in the impacted area; RCRA post closure
care of the landfill minimizes impacts to the aquifer; and monitoring indicates that natural
attenuation is occurring. The Review makes specific recommendations for actions that
should be taken in order to assure its continued protectiveness including repair and
enforcement of access controls; improved routine maintenance of monitoring wells;
conducting & potable well survey to ensure the effectiveness of the current institutional
controls; continned long term Q&M of the landfills; re-establishment of arnual
groundwater statistical evaluations; and improved responsiveness to cngeing community
CONCerns.

Based on the current groundwater data, we agree that the remedy is currently protective
of human health and environment, as defined by the original 1995 ROD, Future
monitoring will show if the remedy remains protective and that adequate mechanisms are
in place to ensure that exposure to site-related contamination does not occur. While it has
been necessary to expand the compliance ring of wells 3 times since implementation of
the remedy due to exceedances in primary and secondary standards; the most recent
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Taylor Road Landfill Superfund site
Five-Year Raview

September 19, 2003

Page2of 2

(April 2003) monitoring results indicate that groundwater in the Ring Wells do not
exceed primary or secondary drinking water standards or State groundwater cleanup
target levels for site-related contaminants. As FDEP noted during the Five-Year Review
process, Manganese continues to be above Florida's secondary standards in 2 of 13
Interior Wells, excluding the background well (F-12), which shows a concenfration of
0.063 mg/l. Of patticular note are the continued elevated levels of Manganese in F-1A
(0.190 mg/1), a former Ring Well northwest of the site, along with the documented trend
of increasing Manganese concentrations in Interior Wells C-6 and F-2 in zone I-1.

We strongly support the recommendation to update the potable well survey to confirm
the adeguacy of the existing institutional controls in preventing public expoesure to gite
related contaminants. Newly identified private wells should be included in the Taylor
Road private well monitoring program. We understand from the July 2003 Hillshorough
Heights Domestic Supply Well Data Report that the County intends to repair the
electrical control systems on private wells P-1A and P-4 so that monitoring of these
domestic wells can resume in September 2003,

Thank you for providing FDEP with the opportunity to participate in the Superfund Five-
Year Review for this site. We understand that FDEP’s comments will be appended to the
final Five-Y¥ear Review Report,

Sincerely,

6Ly A Helfor——

Kelsey A. Helton
Environmental Manager
Hazardous Waste Cleanup

WMD/SSMB
RECEIVED

SEP 23 2003

EPA-REGION 4
ATLANTA, GA



